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ABSTRACT
This qualitative case study examined the perceptions of high performing
elementary, middle and high school teachers and principals, as evidenced by their
students’ high achievement levels, relative to the principal leadership practices having the
strongest relationship to student achievement. The Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model, which contains six domains and 21 elements identifying
comprehensively researched and evidence-based principal leadership practices, was used
as a conceptual framework. The identification of the specific principal leadership
practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement hinged on the
delineation of the perceptions of the teacher and principal study participants relative to
the principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student
achievement.
Due to the nature of this study, which examined the perspectives and experiences
of human subjects, a qualitative case study approach was used. Using a semi-structured
interviewing methodology, a series of in-depth interviews were conducted with
elementary, middle and high school teachers and principals. The data collection was
centered around the overarching research questions: (1) Which principal leadership
practices, as perceived by teachers, have the strongest relationship to student
achievement? and (2) Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by principals,
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have the strongest relationship to student achievement? Data analysis identified patterns
that gave rise to themes on which the study’s implications were hinged.
The major findings of this study revealed specific principal leadership practices
accounting for high levels of student achievement, including the principal: providing
meaningful feedback to teachers regarding predominant instructional practices; providing
teacher support and job-embedded professional development; communicating clearly and
positively with an emphasis on teaching and learning; making student-focused decisions;
building trust and positive relationships with all school constituent groups; and promoting
a collegial and collaborative environment in which to collectively solve problems and
make decisions.
The findings of this study may help principal preparation program faculties design
syllabi more narrowly focused on the essential principal leadership practices having the
strongest relationship to student achievement and their application in the field.
Implications of the results for this study and future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to identify which school principal
leadership practices, as perceived by both teachers and principals, have the strongest
relationship to student achievement. As illustrated in the literature review, scholars and
practitioners have chronicled the evolution of the myriad roles and responsibilities of the
school principal, the frameworks developed to measure principal performance and related
topics relative to principal leadership effectiveness, as measured by student achievement.
Teacher and principal perceptions relative to which specific principal leadership practices
have the strongest relationship to student achievement remained largely unexamined
prior to this qualitative case study.
Statement of the Problem
Since 2000, The Wallace Foundation supported numerous research studies on
school leadership and published more than 70 reports on the subject. Through that work,
drawing on both detailed case studies and large-scale quantitative analysis, the research
showed that most school variables, separately, have little effect on learning. Principals,
though, capable of performing a combination of key practices to reach critical mass,
practices including: shaping a vision of academic success for all students; creating a
climate hospitable to education; cultivating leadership in others; improving instruction;
and managing people, data and processes to foster school improvement have been
1
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deemed second only to classroom instruction among school-related factors that affect
student learning in school (The Wallace Foundation, 2013).
Regardless the adjectives used to describe the stylistic or methodological
approach to leadership (e.g., instructional, transformational, and distributed) the research
identifies the school leader roles and responsibilities of the principal, the “practices,” as
most essential to collective teacher efficacy and student learning outcomes (Hallinger &
Wen-Chung Wang, 2015; Leithwood, Patten, & Jantzi, 2010; Leithwood, Seashore Louis,
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004).
Understanding which principal leadership practices have the strongest relationship
to student achievement creates a problem for principals, as there is little research to
suggest some degree of amalgamation of the numerous principal leadership evaluation
instrument domain elements and sub-elements, paring down to the most essential
principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement.
Studies have indicated the strong connection between administrative leadership and
effective schools (Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Hallinger & Wen-Chung
Wang, 2015; Leithwood et al., 2004).
The specific problem addressed by this case study was the lack of knowledge
aimed at identifying which principal leadership practices have the greatest impact on
student achievement.
Key studies over the course of the last seven decades have recognized the
principal as the catalyst for: building a strong vision; sharing leadership; leading a
learning community; and gathering data and monitoring curriculum and instruction
(Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008). A knowledge gap exists as to which principal
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leadership practices, as perceived by teachers and principals, have the strongest
relationship to student achievement.
Scholars and practitioners have studied the roles and responsibilities of the
principal, chronicled the evolution of principal leadership styles and methodologies and
have constructed principal leadership frameworks and instruments that identify key
principal leadership practices to help guide principals in carrying out their roles and
responsibilities with due diligence. This study looks at the identification of the principal
leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this case study was to identify the principal leadership practices
having the strongest relationship to student achievement, as perceived by teachers and
principals. The study included elementary, middle and high school teachers and
principals. This qualitative case study used semi-structured interviews as the primary
means of data collection to acquire this new knowledge (Yin, 2016).
Interviewing elementary, middle and high school teachers and principals relative
to their perceptions of the principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship
to student achievement provides insight into which of these practices are most closely
linked to positive student outcomes, the implications of which could be useful to the
design of school leadership preparation programs, the design of more narrowly focused
principal evaluation frameworks and rubrics or the development of an entirely new
educational leadership paradigm.
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Importance of the Study
The significance of this case study is to capture teacher and principal perceptions
of what effective principals provide in terms of principal leadership, what these practices
look and sound like, in order that they are well prepared and are able to seek out the
knowledge and support needed to exemplify the desirable principal leadership ideas and
traits reflected in these practices. Further, the significance of this study identifies for
teachers, those essential principal leadership practices they should look for and expect
from their principals as they seek the support they need to be successful in the classroom.
While the importance of effective principals is undisputed, few studies have
identified specific skills that principals need to promote school success (Grissom & Loeb,
2011). Since the effective schools movement pushed principal instructional leadership
center stage in the mid-1980’s, overall principal time devoted to instructional activities is
12%-26% (Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013; Lavigne, Shakman, Zweig, & Greller, 2016;
National Center for Education Statistics, 2012), and researchers continue their work to
illuminate the dynamic relationships among leadership, teaching quality, and student
learning in school improvement (Heck & Hallinger, 2014; Murphy, Neumerski, Goldring,
Grisson, & Porter, 2016).
Several stakeholder groups may benefit from this study on teachers' and
principals' perceptions relative to the principal leadership practices having the strongest
relationship to student achievement. Using this study’s results, universities may better
design principal preparation programs to focus more intentionally on teaching the
principal leadership practices most closely related to positive student achievement. This
case study may also benefit scholars in the development of principal performance
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frameworks and rubrics that better target specific principal leadership practices aimed at
teacher quality and the improvement of instruction (Hallinger, 1982; Hallinger & WenChung Wang, 2015; Marshall, 2017; Marzano, 2018).
Conceptual Framework
Principal instructional leadership has been studied for decades (Andrews, 1985;
Andrews, 1987; Austin, 1979; Barth, 1986; Bridges, 1967; Cuban, 1988; Edmonds, 1979;
Hallinger, 2011b; Hallinger & Wen-Chung Wang, 2015; Murphy et al., 2016) and
throughout these same decades, competing leadership models emerged to include
transformational (Leithwood, 1994; Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2001), distributed
(Spillane et al., 2001), and instructional (Hallinger & Heck, 2010).
The debate over which leadership model or instructional leadership practices offer
the greatest leverage for understanding how school leaders contribute to learning has
been reduced in recent years. Empirical results across a large number of studies have
begun to show that the influence on school performance by a shared and integrated form
of instructional leadership, as measured by the quality of its pedagogy and the
achievement of its students, is substantial (Hallinger, 2011a; Hallinger & Wen-Chung
Wang, 2015; Marks & Printy, 2003).
Consistent with a more shared and integrated form of school leadership, the
conceptual framework selected for this study is the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model, which blends the instructional and operational leadership roles and
responsibilities of the school leader. In this research- and evidence-based model, Robert
J. Marzano integrates the National Policy Board for Educational Administration’s
(NPBEA) Professional Standards for Educational Leaders while defining six domains and
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twenty-one elements addressing all the actions, decisions and work that a principal
performs on a daily basis (Herrmann & Ross, 2016; Marzano, 2018; NPBEA, 2015). In
this qualitative case study, teacher and principal study participants will share their
perceptions relative to the principal leadership practices that have the strongest
relationship to student achievement and their responses will be correlated with the
domains and elements of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model. As
patterns emerge from the data collected from study participant interview responses,
themes will be identified and correlated to the domains and elements found within the
Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model. These themes will be used during
the systematic qualitative analysis of the study to generate new knowledge relative to
principal leadership practices, as perceived by teacher and principal perceptions, that
have the strongest relationship to student achievement.
Research Questions
The research questions for this case study were:
RQ1: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by teachers, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
RQ2: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by principals, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
As there is little research on which specific principal leadership practices have the
strongest relationship to student achievement, a quantitative research design may be
limiting. There may potentially be any number of specific principal leadership practices
in combination with any number of principal leadership styles responsible for, or
contributing to, positive student achievement. For these reasons, a qualitative case study
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was considered a more appropriate methodology to explore insights and develop deeper
knowledge on which specific principal leadership practices have the strongest
relationship to student achievement.
Overview of Research Design
A qualitative case study was performed. This study sought to generate new
knowledge resulting from the systematic qualitative analysis of data derived from teacher
and principal study participant responses to semi-structured interview questions relative
to the study’s research questions exploring which principal leadership practices have the
strongest relationship to student achievement. The Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model served as a conceptual framework, guiding the analysis and
interpretation of the data (Brinkmann, 2013; Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Seidman, 2019).
The study sample was drawn from a population of two elementary (K-5), three
middle (6-8) and two high (9-12) school teachers, and one elementary (K-5), one middle
(6-8) and two high (9-12) principals for a total of 11 participants. Teacher study
participants have taught for a minimum of five years. Principal study participants taught
for a minimum of five years prior to becoming a principal and have served as a principal
for a minimum of five years. More details about the specific design of the study,
including how student achievement data criteria was applied to narrow the study sample
down to teachers and principals whose practices were already demonstrating proven
levels of positive student achievement, are provided in Chapter III.
Definition of Terms
The Michigan Student Test of Educational Progress (M-STEP) is the state
assessment and accountability measure for Michigan students enrolled in a public school
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district. MSTEP assessments in English Language Arts and Mathematics are
administered to all students in grades 3-8.
The Illinois Assessment of Readiness (IAR) is the state assessment and
accountability measure for Illinois students enrolled in a public school district. IAR
assessments in English Language Arts and Mathematics are administered to all students
in grades 3-8.
Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT): The PSAT is administered to
students in grades 8-11: PSAT 8/9 is administered to students in grades 8 and 9. PSAT 10
is administered to students in grade 10 and eligible students in grade 11.
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT): The college entrance exam, SAT, is
administered to students in grade 11.
Student Achievement: For the purpose of this study, student achievement is
defined as students scoring “proficient” or above at grade level on the MSTEP,
performance “level 4 or 5” on the IAR, or reaching or exceeding “benchmark” values at
grade level on the PSAT or SAT (see Appendix A)
Instructional Leadership: Instructional leadership is generally defined as the
management of curriculum and instruction by a school principal.
Transformational Leadership: A leadership style in which leaders encourage,
inspire and motivate employees to innovate and create change that will help grow and
shape the future success of the school and its students and teachers.
Distributed/Shared Leadership: A leadership style that broadly distributed
leadership responsibility, such that teachers, teacher leaders and administration within a
school lead each other.
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Assumptions, Limitations and Delimitations
An assumption of this case study was that the data gleaned from the semistructured interview questions asked of study participants could be coded and used to
generate new knowledge relative to principal leadership practices having the strongest
relationship to student achievement. Another assumption is that all study participants
answered the semi-structured interview questions honestly and completely during the
interviews. The research identifies principal leadership practices within the broader
context of overall principal leadership roles and responsibilities and this study assumed
that participant responses to semi-structured interview questions could align to specific
instructional leadership practices, overall school leader roles and responsibilities, or both.
A limitation of this case study was that the scope of the domains and elements of
the study’s conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model, may not fully capture the breadth of the study participants’ responses to the
study’s semi-structured interview questions.
A delimitation of this case study was that the participants may not fully represent
the norm for all elementary, middle and high school teachers and principals. A larger,
more diversified group size may provide more insight.
Over the course of a 26 year period, the researcher was principal of four Illinois
schools that ranked in the top 1% of the state and was principal of the number one ranked
public high school in the state of Colorado. Knowing which consistently demonstrated
principal leadership practices resulted in the high student achievement of the researcher’s
schools while principal, there was potential for conscious or unconscious researcher bias
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relative to the understanding and/or interpretation of study participants’ semi-structured
interview responses.
The literature review conducted for this study, summarized in Chapter II, may
also impart some bias. Although a rather exhaustive literature review was conducted
prior to the study, additional literature was reviewed throughout the coding process of the
study participants’ transcribed responses to the semi-structured interview questions,
where further exploration of the literature was viewed as necessary for a thorough and
systematic qualitative analysis of the data derived from the study participants’ transcribed
responses to the semi-structured interview questions.
Summary
This case study set out to identify which principal leadership practices, as
perceived by teachers and principals, have the strongest relationship to student
achievement, using a qualitative interviewing methodology. Although numerous studies
over the course of the last seven decades have recognized the principal as the catalyst for
successful schools, a knowledge gap exists as to which instructional leadership practices,
specifically, have the strongest relationship to student achievement. The results of this
study may serve multiple entities such as: college and university principal preparation
programs; school district HR and professional development Directors; principal
evaluation framework and performance rubric developers; as well as teachers, School
Boards, and, of course, principals.
Four more chapters follow. Chapter II is a comprehensive review of the literature
on school leadership, which includes the evolution of the school principal’s roles and
responsibilities over time, school leadership styles and methodologies and the
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establishment of school leadership assessments, including the domains and elements of
the study’s conceptual model, the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
The primary topic discussed in Chapter II is the gap in the literature relative to which
principal leadership practices have the strongest relationship to student achievement and
how this study will fill this gap in the literature. In Chapter III, the study’s research
design is discussed and specific details of how the study was conducted are defined.
Chapters IV and V focus on the actual research conducted for this study; Chapter IV
presenting the research results, and Chapter V presenting an interpretation of the study’s
findings.

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Key in the term School Leadership into an internet search, and in less than one
second over one billion results will appear. Education Foundations, education policy
institutes, national school leadership organizations, federally sponsored commissions and
both nationally and internationally recognized education scholars, researchers and
practitioners have contributed to this substantial body of research over the past seven
decades. The research is as broad as it is deep. The research traces the evolution of the
roles and responsibilities of the principal from manager to leader, the identification of
critical principal leadership practices as they relate to effective schools and the
development of instruments with which to monitor and measure principal performance as
a means of promoting best school leader practices that ultimately result in positive
student achievement.
While this previous research has clearly and abundantly resulted in the
identification of school leadership practices most strongly connected to effective schools,
it provides little insight into teacher and principal perceptions of which specific school
leadership practices have the strongest relationship to student achievement.
The goal of this literature review is to summarize the evolution of the roles and
responsibilities of the school principal, identify effective principal leadership styles and
methodologies and identify the components of instruments created and used to measure
12
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and evaluate effective principal leadership practices, including a thorough exploration of
the components and elements of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Evolution of Principal Roles and Responsibilities
Principal Role as Instructional Leader
Early schools had single teachers, or masters, who were answerable to the local
community, often through elected or appointed school boards, for what went on in their
classrooms. As schools became larger in the early 1800s, and grade-level classes were
established, the position of “principal teacher” was created. This person, almost always a
man, was a teacher who also carried out some clerical and administrative duties that kept
the school in order, such as assigning classes, conducting discipline, maintaining the
building, taking attendance, and ensuring that school began and ended on time (Kafka,
2009).
At the turn of the 20th century throughout the 1950’s, school principals, with
exceptions where circumstances called for them to return to their roots in the classroom,
principals emerged as program managers (Hallinger, 1992). School administration
models illustrating emergent principal roles and responsibilities in that era, in response to
nationwide trends toward school consolidation, a call for school administration to
emulate that of corporate management and the increased political nature of educational
institutions, led the majority of school principals to forswear the instructional arena as a
domain of primary concern (Cuban, 1988; Hallinger, 1992).
During the 1960’s and 1970’s, the requirement that the principal fulfill the role of
manager was further exacerbated by the need for principals to then manage federally
sponsored and funded programs for special populations targeted toward the physically
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and mentally challenged, economically disadvantaged and English learners. In addition
to these programs, federal dollars were being infused nationwide to support curriculum
innovations, particularly for math and science, which principals were also expected to
manage, regardless that they were then implementing innovations whose goals, substance
and procedures were designed by others and as a result focused principals’ concern more
on meeting criteria for compliance than on program improvement (Hallinger, 1992).
Principals were finding it more and more difficult to be teachers of teachers due to
changing roles and responsibilities. As a result of the ever-increasing scope of curricular
offerings and teacher specializations, teachers became increasingly less likely to view
their principal as an instructional expert and principals more likely to view the
expectation that they themselves be instructional experts, unrealistic (Erickson, 1965).
Teachers tended to accept the principal’s supervision only when they perceived it to be
competent to assist them specific to subject and grade level, and as a result principals
found it difficult to maintain a status of, “jack of all trades” (Erickson, 1965).
As a result, even then, the notion that as school districts became better organized
and supported, one could visualize faculties comprised of teaching teams that combine
the efforts of “clinical” professors, experienced teachers, beginning teachers, and student
teachers arranged in such a manner as to provide much more specialized and intensive
classroom guidance than one principal whose expertise at best was limited in scope
(Conant, 1963). However, it would take decades for this notion to develop and be
recognized among other best practices relative to instructional leadership.
In October of 1979, as the 1980’s were preparing to dawn and introduce a new
model of principal leadership (Hallinger, 1992), Ronald Edmonds (1979) noted
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unequivocally that among the most tangible and indispensable characteristics of effective
schools was strong administrative leadership, without which the disparate elements of
good schooling could neither be brought together nor kept together, and that
instructionally effective schools maintained a climate of expectation in which no children
were permitted to fall below minimum but efficacious levels of achievement.
Although Edmonds’ assertion of the need for strong leadership to produce
effective schools was widely supported, there was little research or literature at the time
presenting models describing how specific principal leadership practices translate to
actual student success (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee, 1982).
In 1981, to address his concern about, “the widespread public perception that
something is seriously remiss in our educational system” (National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983), the Honorable T.H. Bell, then Secretary of the United
States Department of Education created the National Commission on Excellence in
Education. In 1983, the Commission published its seminal report, “A Nation at Risk:
The Imperative for Educational Reform.” The Commission ominously cautioned:
Our Nation is at risk. Our once unchallenged preeminence in commerce, industry,
science, and technological innovation is being overtaken by competitors
throughout the world...We report to the American people that while we can take
justifiable pride in what our schools and colleges have historically accomplished
and contributed to the United States and the well-being of its people, the
educational foundations of our society are presently being eroded by a rising tide
of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a people. (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983)
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Although the Commission’s report would later come under scrutiny and criticism
relative to its gathering of statistical information and the limited scope of its research, the
report nonetheless had tremendous impact on American education, leading to
comprehensive school reform efforts, as a catalyst for the academic-standards movement,
drawing attention to the importance of education policy and leading to a focus on school
accountability (Weiss, 2003).
As school accountability was on the rise, so too was the conception of how
schools could improve reliant upon certain assumptions that included schools not having
the capacity to improve themselves, rather being dependent on external sources; student
performance being best measured by standardized tests and that by observing high
performing schools, desirable characteristics could be identified and applied to the
training of teachers and principals of lower performing schools (Barth, 1986). From the
assumption that such desirable characteristics could be identified, came a proliferation of
studies that led to the creation of frameworks attempting to define the practices of
effective principals, which included such practices as creating school goals, coordinating
the curriculum, supervising and evaluating instruction and monitoring student progress
(Hallinger, 1982).
By the mid-1980’s, policy makers and scholars asserted that the “instructional
leadership” role of the principal was crucial to school effectiveness. From these
assertions, federal efforts to support the development of school leadership emerged. Such
efforts included preparatory training programs for administrators. During this time, a
litany of cited variables among scholars and practitioners identified the correlation of
unusually high student achievement to strong principal leadership, and as a result one of

17
the most distinctive developments of the 1980’s emerged. That is, that the focus of these
programs center less on pre-service preparation, and move instead toward the inservice
stage, providing learning experiences for practicing principals (Wimpelberg, 1990).
At the start of the 1990’s, “instructional leadership” had become, since the
previous decade, the single most preferred image of K-12 school leadership (Greenfield,
1987). This preference, however, does not preclude two additional central leadership
concepts emerging in educational administration research: distributed leadership and
transformational leadership (Berkovich, 2018), which in addition to the recognition of the
importance of organization building, creating shared visions and distributing leadership
(Hunt, 1991), engaged teachers as co-collaborators in the restructuring agenda
(Leithwood, 1994).
Since the 2000’s, it has become increasingly more evident that instructional
leadership needed to switch to transformational leadership and subsequently a distributed
function, involving senior, middle and teacher leaders, as well as principals (Bush, 2015).
For nearly seven decades, educational scholars and practitioners have recognized
that as the roles and responsibilities of the school principal have evolved, so too has the
scope of those roles and responsibilities. In this post-industrial era, when never before
have students come to the public school from such diverse backgrounds, family patterns
and native languages, our society has charged schools with delivering a high quality,
multi-disciplinary education to all students, seeking to guarantee the promise of
successful learning and adulthood employment for all (Arterbury & Hord, 1991). As a
result, the role of the school principal has evolved from building manager to one that
stipulates they harness the collective energy of all school constituent groups relative to
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school vision and goals, culture, curriculum, instruction, assessment, professional
development, facilities, finance, family engagement, all while maintaining high visibility,
excellent communication and facilitation skills and performing all duties in a highly
ethical and transparent manner (Bridges, 1967; Council of Chief State School Officers,
1996; Edmonds, 1979; Erickson, 1965; Hallinger, 1982; Marzano, 2013; Marzano, 2018;
Murphy, Hallinger, Weil, & Mitman, 1983).
Leadership is widely regarded as a key factor in accounting for differences in the
success with which schools foster the learning of their students. While other factors
within the school also contribute to such turnarounds, powerful leadership is the catalyst
(Leithwood et al., 2004; Sutcher, Podolsky, & Espinoza, 2017). The expectation that
principals should be instructional leaders is now deeply engrained in our understanding of
effective school leadership. Managing the daily operations of their schools is insufficient;
present day principals are expected to engage closely with teaching and learning
(Neumerski et al., 2018).
School Leadership Styles and Methodologies
Ultimately, student performance expectations rest squarely on the shoulders of the
principal. In a role that encapsulates the varied and nuanced work of middle management
and extends beyond plant maintenance and compliance to include counseling, budgeting,
inspiring, teaching, learning, disciplining, evaluating, buffering, celebrating, consoling,
and a million other tasks, the principal is the chief learning officer (Hall, Childs-Bowen,
Cunningham-Morris, Pajardo, & Simeral, 2016).
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Of the factors that influence student achievement most, the vast majority are
school-, teacher-, and curriculum based, all of which are influenced by the building
principal (Hattie, 2009).
Transformational Leadership
Transformational leadership is having the ability to get people to want to change,
improve, and be led (Northouse, 2001). Authority and influence associated with
transformational leadership are not necessarily allocated to those occupying formal
administrative positions. Rather, power is attributed by organizational members to
whomever is able to inspire their commitments to collective aspirations, and the desire
for personal and collective mastery over the capacities needed to accomplish such
aspirations (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006).
School leadership has a greater influence on schools and pupils when it is widely
distributed (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). Transformational leadership has
significant positive effects on collective teacher efficacy, the level of confidence teachers
possess relative to their ability to organize and implement whatever educational
initiatives are required for students to reach high standards of achievement, when
principals clarify goals by identifying new opportunities for the school; developing,
articulating, and inspiring others with a vision of the future; and promoting cooperation
and collaboration among staff toward the attainment of common goals (Leithwood et al.,
2010).
Hauserman and Stick (2013) found that highly transformational principals were
viewed as effective disciplinarians who focused on making students responsible; acted as
role models and emphasized collaboration; encouraged leadership in staff; were open to
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innovative ideas and supported projects by providing resources; were respectful and
considerate of staff; consulted those affected by decisions or issues; and were trusted and
viewed as professionals.
Distributed Leadership
In the distributed leadership model, the principal shares authority and power;
teachers take leading roles, assume responsibility, and act independently as individuals or
groups as shared responsibility is rooted in the structure and culture of the school.
(Natsiopoulou & Giouroukakis, 2010). The nature of distributed leadership as a theory
criticizes the hierarchical design of leadership and suggests the involvement of all
personnel in the decision-making mechanism and collaboration among the entire staff as
ways to effectively coordinate work and solutions to organizational problems (Gumus,
Sukru Bellibas, Esen, & Gumus, 2018).
As the role of the principal has changed, there is a greater emphasis on shared
decision making and professional learning communities in which all school stakeholders
develop a shared mission, vision, and values; engage in collective inquiry; build
collaborative teams; take action; and focus on continuous improvement that are assessed
on the basis of student achievement results (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
Instructional Leadership
Several notable models of instructional leadership have been proposed over the
years, one of the earliest of which was developed by educational leadership researcher
and author, Philip Hallinger, one of the foremost scholars in this field. Hallinger’s
model, the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), is the instructional
leadership model most frequently used in empirical investigations (Hallinger, 2008),
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proposes three dimensions for the instructional leadership role of the principal: deﬁning
the school’s mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive
school learning climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987; Hallinger, 2008). Each of the
model’s three dimensions outline specific practices including, but are not limited to:
developing a focused set of annual school-wide goals; using data on student performance
when developing the school’s academic goals; referring to the school’s academic goals
when making curricular decisions with teachers; pointing out specific strengths and
weaknesses in teachers’ instructional practices during post-conference feedback; and
making it clear who is responsible for coordinating the curriculum across grade levels
(Hallinger, 1982).
Bamburg and Andrews (1990) noted that proponents of effective schools research
hypothesized that to have instructionally effective schools, there must be: a clear and
focused mission; strong instructional leadership by the principal; high expectations for
students and staff; frequent monitoring of student progress; the presence of a positive
learning climate; parent/community involvement; and an emphasis upon student
attainment of basic skills. While each of these correlates plays a critical role in the
development of an instructionally effective school, the nature of the relationship each
have upon student achievement is less well defined. Further, instructional leadership was
found to be a set of strategic interactions grouped into four areas including: the principal
as a resource provider; the principal as an instructional resource; the principal as an
effective communicator; and the principal as a visible presence.
Instructional leadership has become increasingly accepted globally as a normative
expectation in the principalship. Scholars have generated a substantial body of empirical
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research on instructional leadership that has been the subject of analytical reviews by
scholars throughout the world. The scope and findings of these reviews affirm that
instructional leadership has become firmly entrenched in the firmament of global
research, policy and practice. One can conclude that instructional leadership has been
accepted as a core element of school leadership in a wider array of contexts around the
world (Hallinger & Wen-Chung Wang, 2015).
If principals seek to be instructional leaders then they must acknowledge that the
position of principal carries with it the burden of not only "managing" the day-to-day
activities of running a school (i.e., meeting with parents, attending meetings at central
administration, monitoring the budget, resolving discipline issues, scheduling assemblies,
supervising lunchrooms, etc.) but also of providing instructional leadership. Further,
principals must not only become knowledgeable about effective instructional practices,
they must also be able to effectively work with teachers that have instructional concerns
or problems, understand that staff development activities are vital and that their
participation in staff development activities is a powerful factor in the successful
adoption and implementation of curriculum innovations (Bamburg & Andrews, 1990).
Within its Principal Leadership Development Framework (PLDF), which builds
upon a foundation provided by prominent researchers, educational thinkers, and
practitioners, the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
(ASCD) establishes a clear and concise picture of effective building leadership,
expressing the knowledge, skills, dispositions, and actions necessary for success as a
principal.
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There are four criteria within the PLDF for the principal who serves as
Instructional Leader:
Criterion 1: Builds collective capacity of the entire staff through the cultivation of
a robust Professional Learning Community.
Criterion 2: Builds individual capacity of the entire staff through differentiated
supervision, coaching, feedback, and evaluation practices.
Criterion 3: Ensures the alignment of rigorous curricula, research-based best
practices in instruction, and comprehensive formative and summative assessment
approaches.
Criterion 4: Promotes monitoring systems that use real-time data to
inform instruction and intervention at the teacher, team, and school levels.
In our results-driven culture of schooling, the principal's responsibility and
requirement is plain: to demand and develop high-quality learning experiences in every
classroom, at every minute, for every child. The principal, so named for the position's
original role as "principal teacher," is the gatekeeper for instructional excellence (Hall et
al., 2016).
School Leadership Assessment
Although all previously identified principal roles and responsibilities are essential
to the effective operation of schools, current research on effective schools and
management has narrowed the focus of the myriad principal roles and responsibilities,
and how they lead to a fundamental and essential understanding of the linkages between
school leadership and learning. And, further, a research-based focus on instructional
leadership and the development of new conceptual frameworks and instruments with
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which to measure the capacity of principals to be effective instructional leaders
(Hallinger, 2005). These emerging and well-developed frameworks and instruments
identify specific principal instructional leadership practices and evidences of the impact
these practices have on student learning (Leithwood et al., 2004; Spillane, Halverson, &
Diamond, 2001).
Existing school leadership frameworks and instruments identify practices that
include, among many, the principal providing a clear vision as to how instruction should
be addressed in the school, effectively supporting and retaining teachers who continually
enhance their pedagogical skills through reflection and professional growth plans, being
aware of predominant instructional practices throughout the school, providing clear and
ongoing evaluations of teacher strengths, ensuring that multiple sources of data guide
lesson planning and lesson implementation and ensuring that teachers are provided with
job-embedded professional development that is directly related to their instructional
growth goals (Marshall, 2017; Marzano, 2018; Stronge et al., 2008; Williams, Cameron,
& Davis, 2009). Despite this research, evaluation alone does not lead to improved
leadership effectiveness, few principal evaluation systems include explicit professional
learning opportunities for principals, such as how to coach teachers to build their
instructional practice, how to conduct effective classroom observations and provide
quality feedback, or how to create a shared vision and build an effective team (Micheaux
& Parvin, 2018).
Teacher and Principal Perceptions
Instructional leadership is a vital component of successful teaching and learning
in schools. Specific to principal instructional leadership, university faculty, expert
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principals and expert principal teacher leaders: view teacher evaluation as a long-term
commitment to continuous growth rather than one or more traditional observations using
an evaluation instrument; view professional growth as an opportunity to assess teachers’
professional growth needs and provide learning opportunities with a particular focus,
congruent with those needs; view curriculum development to be a function of
instructional leadership, and identified the need to develop capacities for assessing and
improving curriculum and instruction; view knowledge about effective instruction as vital
for the improvement of student learning and identified the principal as ultimately
responsible for instructional decisions, and such decisions require knowledge of state and
district standards, research on school climate that promotes student learning, pedagogical
knowledge, and knowledge about how to plan, deliver, and assess instruction, including
instruction for diverse groups of learners (Backor & Gordon, 2015).
What teachers want from their principals as school leaders has seemingly
remained fairly constant over time. As far back as 1925, Saunders found that teachers
wanted from their principal: accurate information regarding research-based instructional
best practices; opportunities to visit teachers modeling those practices; opportunities to
practice implementing those research-based instructional best practices intelligently
under the sympathetic supervision of the principal; curriculum appropriate to the
immediate and future needs of every pupil; curriculum material capable of maximizing
student potential; and a principal who models democratic leadership techniques,
recognizing that the classroom teacher is as important a social factor in the school
community as is the principal (Saunders, 1925).
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Zimmerman identifies four key domains as pivotal components to a successful
professional evaluation process: interactions between principal and educator; consistent
evaluations; principal commitment to effective professional evaluation; and a principal
knowledgeable in pedagogy, content, and evaluation. In addition, Zimmerman notes that
teachers desire a reciprocal, communicative relationship with their evaluators and the
need for the evaluation process to contain constructive feedback from their principal
about their professional strengths and weaknesses, including constructive general
feedback, encouragement, pedagogically appropriate feedback with suggestions and
examples for improvement, and adequate time for the feedback process (Zimmerman &
Deckert-Pelton, 2003).
Many teachers perceive their principals as mentors and potential sources of
valuable pedagogical information, as often principals are more experienced than the
teachers they evaluate and their insight can be very helpful relative to the delivery of
instruction. Conversely, when principals are perceived to have little teaching or
pedagogical experience, or reduced content knowledge, teachers' belief in their principals'
abilities to be competent judges of teaching abilities is greatly reduced. That is, the
evaluation process is only effective if the evaluator has a good understanding of teaching
(Zimmerman & Deckert-Pelton, 2003).
There appears to be conflicting findings in the research relative to teacher and
principal perceptions of the frequency of which principal instructional behaviors are
enacted and observed. Whereas Goff found that there is often a large, measurable gap in
the perceptions of instructional leadership between teachers and principals, the difference
implying that teachers may be seeing and interpreting elements of instructional leadership
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differently than are principals (Goff, Goldring, & Bickman, 2014), Gurley found that
there is little if any difference between the perceptions of principals and teachers
regarding the frequency of principal instructional leadership behaviors enacted and
observed. Gurley’s finding is a departure from what has typically been reported by other
researchers, that principals rate themselves substantially and consistently higher than do
their teachers in reporting on the frequency with which they engage in instructional
leadership behaviors (Gurley, Anast-May, O’Neal, & Dozier, 2016).
The large scale reform initiatives that many, if not most, of American schools are
faced with can be enhanced when the principals are committed, consistent,
knowledgeable, and skilled evaluators of teachers' pedagogical skills (Zimmerman &
Deckert-Pelton, 2003).
The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model
This proposed qualitative case study’s conceptual framework is based on the main
idea that leadership behaviors and responsibilities can impact student achievement
outcomes by influencing teacher growth through constructive feedback and interactions
between school leaders and teachers. According to Murphy, Elliott, Goldring, and Porter
(2006), leaders affect factors that sequentially impact outcomes, such as student
achievement. Consistent with the best literature in learner-centered leadership (Heck &
Hallinger, 1999; Leithwood, Riedlinger, Bauer, & Jantzi, 2003; Malinger & Heck, 1996),
the impact of leadership behaviors in terms of valued outcomes is indirect, i.e., it is
conciliated by classroom practices, school climate, and school operations.
The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model will be used as a lens
through which to analyze the data as themes emerge to contribute to the analysis and
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conclusions relative to principal leadership practices that have the strongest relationship
to student achievement as perceived by the participants of this proposed qualitative case
study. The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model was designed to break
down large categories of school leadership behaviors into six concise domains and
twenty-one elements, in order for school leaders to self-assess and guide professional
practice and growth. As part of the process, the school leader is evaluated on how
effectively he or she is getting the desired results of implementing each domain and its
elements. The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model domains and elements
provide the school leader a road map for improving his or her practice (Marzano, 2018).
The goal of this proposed qualitative case study is to identify effective behaviors
that converge with areas of leadership practices to provide building principals with key
recommendations for significantly impacting teacher growth leading to the highest
positive impact on student achievement. The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model domains and elements provide a comprehensive growth and evaluation framework
that addresses all the actions, decisions, and work that a school leader does on a daily
basis. The model encourages every educator in the system to use a common professional
language and to use common names and descriptors for specific school leader behaviors
(Marzano, 2018).
In this proposed qualitative case study, study participants (teachers and principals)
will share their perceptions relative to the principal leadership practices that have the
strongest positive impact on teacher growth and subsequently, student achievement.
Participants' responses will be correlated with the domains and elements of the Marzano
Focused School Leader Evaluation Model, specifically cultivating principal leadership
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behavior connections that correspond to the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model indicators. Similar to the philosophy of the conceptual framework of this
proposed qualitative case study, Knapp, Copland and Talbert (2003) view instructional
leadership as a means to, “creating powerful, equitable learning opportunities for
students, professionals, and the system, and motivating or compelling participants to take
advantage of these opportunities.”
The researcher's analysis of the themes that will emerge from the data will rely on
a semi-structured interviewing methodology, which will help the researcher interpret and
interconnect emergent interview response patterns into identified themes that correspond
to the domains and elements found within the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model. For example, a teacher’s response valuing the principal’s support
with the development of intensified instructional interventions during a grade-level
MTSS meeting correlates to the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model
Domain 1: A data-driven focus on school improvement; Element 3: ensures the
appropriate implementation of interventions and supportive practices to help each student
meet achievement goals. Constant comparison analysis was used to compare, interpret,
and analyze the multiple perceptions of participants through data triangulation (Yin,
2016). Specifically, the data sources triangulated in this study included: (1) Study
participants’ transcribed semi-structured interview responses, (2) Researcher field notes
and 3. Teacher and Principal study participants’ responses to RQ1 (Teachers) or RQ2
(Principals). This information was used throughout the data analysis process in order to
formulate the findings of the research questions:
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RQ1: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by teachers, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
RQ2: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by principals, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
It was through this triangulated data that patterns emerged from the analysis and
interpretation was substantiated.
The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model contains six domains and
21 elements that define the major job responsibilities of the school leader, the language
reflecting current literature and research regarding school leaders (see Figure 1):

Source: Marzano, 2018.

Figure 1. The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model
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Domain 1
Domain 1, A Data-Driven Focus on School Improvement, addresses student
achievement and emphasizes the use of data to drive student achievement, which drives
school improvement. Elements within Domain 1 identify key school leadership
capacities that: (1) ensures the appropriate use of data to develop critical goals focused on
improving student achievement at the school; (2) ensures appropriate analysis and
interpretation of data are used to monitor the progress of each student toward meeting
achievement goals; and (3) ensures the appropriate implementation of interventions and
supportive practices to help each student meet achievement goals (Marzano, 2018).
To help all students achieve, teachers need to systematically and routinely use
data to guide instructional decisions and meet students’ learning needs. Data use is an
ongoing cycle of collecting multiple data sources, interpreting data to formulate
hypotheses about strategies to raise student achievement and implementing instructional
changes to test hypotheses (Hamilton et al., 2009). Collaboration among teachers in each
step of the data-based inquiry process maximizes the benefits of data use by helping
teachers share effective practices, adopt collective expectations for students’
performance, gain a deeper understanding of students’ needs, and develop effective
strategies to better serve students (Bongiorno, 2011).
In 2005, researchers and practitioners from the Harvard Graduate School of
Education and Boston Public Schools developed a process for organizing the core work
of schools. The process allows teachers to collaboratively study a wide range of evidence
and use what they learn to improve instruction (see Figure 2). The steps include:
Organizing for collaborative work by establishing structures and teams; building
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assessment literacy to increase comfort with data; creating a data overview and identify a
priority question; digging into student data and identify a learner-centered problem;
examining instruction and identify a problem of practice; developing an action plan;
creating a plan to assess progress; and acting and assessing by documenting
improvements in teaching and learning and adjust as needed (Oberman & Boudet, 2015).

Source: Boudett, City, & Murnane, 2013.

Figure 2. Process for Organizing the Core Work of Schools
A strong culture of data use is critical to ensuring routine, consistent, and
effective data-based decision making. The building data team can represent a range of
stakeholders such as an administrator, two to three teachers across different grade levels
or content areas, one to two classroom support professionals (such as a coach or special
education teacher), and a district-level staff member who works with data. This team
solicits input from, and work with, the entire school community. A data team might write
the school plan describing how the school will use data to support school-wide goals, and
defining key concepts critical to teaching and learning (e.g., achievement, data, evidence,
collaboration). The data team’s role is to clarify the school’s data use vision, model
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using data to make instructional decisions, and encourage other staff to use data to
improve instruction (Bongiorno, 2011).
Response to Intervention (RtI), Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports (MTSS) and
Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports (PBIS) are frameworks used by data teams
and professional learning communities while proactively addressing problems with
students who show signs of academic weakness (see Figure 3). These frameworks
include essential components including: ensuring a high-quality education for all
students; universal screening so that teachers can spot children who are struggling;
targeted, research-based instructional interventions of increasing intensity designed to
help students improve in problem areas; frequent progress monitoring so that teachers can
see how well students are responding to the targeted interventions; and data-based
decision making based on the information gathered from that monitoring (Samuels,
2016).

Source: Grosche & Volpe, 2013.

Figure 3. RtI, MTSS and PBIS Frameworks
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The Response to Intervention and Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports frameworks
conceptualize different levels of instruction. Tier 1 is the universal instruction that every
student in a school should be receiving. Tier 2 includes students who are receiving extra
academic support, often provided in small groups. Tier 3 is for students who have severe
or persistent needs who require individualized and intensified instructional intervention.
Student movement among tiers should be fluid: A student with acute needs doesn't need
to progress through the tiers to get individualized support and a student who needs some
extra support should not miss out on the universal instruction that is provided in Tier 1
(Samuels, 2016).
Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports is a research-based framework for
supporting children with behavior disorders. Like the RtI and MTSS frameworks, PBIS
operates on tiers. All students are taught certain behavioral expectations and rewarded for
following them, and students with more needs are provided increasingly intensive
interventions (Samuels, 2016).
Domain 2
Domain 2, Instruction of a Viable and Guaranteed Curriculum, reflects the
interconnectedness of curriculum and instruction as well as the necessity that the school
leader possess a clear vision of what teaching looks like in the school. Elements within
Domain 2 identify key school leadership capacities to ensure that the school leader: (1)
provides a clear vision for how instruction should be addressed in the school; (2) uses
knowledge of the predominant instructional practices in the school to improve teaching;
(3) ensures that school curriculum and accompanying assessments align with state and
district standards; (4) ensures that school curriculum is focused on essential standards so
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it can be taught in the time available to teachers; and (5) ensures that each student has
equal opportunity to learn the critical content of the curriculum (Marzano, 2018).
Every child deserves access to excellent teaching and learning every day,
regardless of his or her ZIP code or family income. Socioeconomic conditions, race,
gender, ethnic background, and other factors should not be predictors for educational
attainment. School systems have to be relentless in addressing the issue of expanding
learning opportunities for each and every student while building on the strengths all
children bring to the classroom (Hirsh & Brown, 2018).
A “guaranteed” curriculum is often defined as a mechanism through which all
students have an equal opportunity (time and access) to learn rigorous content. This
requires a school-wide (or district-wide) agreement and common understanding of the
essential content that all students need to know, understand, and be able to do. The word
“all” needs emphasis; a guaranteed curriculum promotes equity, giving all children equal
opportunity to learn essential content, and to provide this opportunity, curricular
materials and instructional approaches must be grounded in research, implemented with
fidelity, and must include vertical as well as horizontal alignment. Curriculum
development is often regarded as a district function. However, schools (through teachers)
implement the curriculum, and, if implementation varies significantly from teacher to
teacher, then student outcomes will also likely vary significantly from classroom to
classroom. These days, teachers have access to a variety of curriculum resources, such as
open educational resources, playlists, digital textbooks, and teacher-developed
curriculum. Having access to options is a good thing, but having many choices does not
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ensure all choices are well aligned to the school’s guaranteed and viable curriculum
(Dempsey, 2017).
For a curriculum to be “viable,” there must be adequate time for teachers to teach
the content and for students to learn the content. A viable curriculum eliminates
supplementary content and allows teachers the flexibility to meet student needs through
different methods of content delivery, helping students dive deeper into their passions. At
its essence, a guaranteed and viable curriculum represents the core non-negotiables of
student learning. It’s what schools and teachers commit to providing for all students
(Dempsey, 2017).
Core practices in ambitious, or high-leverage, instructional practices are built on a
principles that include: teachers having the pedagogical know-how to learn about
students’ prior knowledge, to assess that knowledge and build on it; teachers believing
that all kids are smart and capable of engaging with and understanding high-level
content; teachers’ possessing knowledge of students including, but is not limited to,
academic assessment, understanding child development, building relationships with
children, families, and communities; teachers having a repertoire of practices that
supports them to continually learn about their students; teachers focus student learning on
developing knowledge of content that requires them to engage in intellectually rich and
challenging ways; and teachers identifying and interrupting patterns of inequity and bias
(TEDD, 2014).
Core practices in ambitious, or high-leverage, instructional practices are the
central actions and instructional tasks. They are the things that teachers do that are most
likely to support meaningful student learning. These core practices include: leading a
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group discussion; explaining and modeling content, practices, and strategies; eliciting and
interpreting individual students’ thinking; diagnosing particular common patterns of
student thinking and development in a subject-matter domain; implementing norms and
routines for classroom discourse and work; coordinating and adjusting instruction during
a lesson, specifying and reinforcing productive student behavior; implementing
organizational routines; setting up and managing small group work; building respectful
relationships with students; talking about a student with parents or other caregivers;
learning about students’ cultural, religious, family, intellectual, and personal experiences
and resources for use in instruction; setting long- and short-term learning goals for
students; designing single lessons and sequences of lessons; checking student
understanding during and at the conclusion of lessons; selecting and designing formal
assessments of student learning; interpreting the results of student work, including routine
assignments, quizzes, tests, projects, and standardized assessments; providing oral and
written feedback to students; analyzing instruction for the purpose of improving it;
orienting students to one another and the content; positioning all students as competent
learners; and setting and maintaining high expectations for all students (TeachingWorks,
2019; TEDD, 2014). For example, in mathematics instruction, viewing children as sensemakers and knowing students as individuals and learners, core practices in ambitious, or
high-leverage, instructional practices include: eliciting and responding to student
reasoning: orienting students to each other’s ideas and to the mathematical goal; setting
and maintaining expectations for student participation; positioning students competently;
teaching towards an instructional goal; assessing students’ understanding; and using
mathematical representations (TEDD, 2014).
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In addition to the core practices in ambitious, or high-leverage, instructional
practices, there are numerous other instructional models and frameworks that address
specific learners such as English learners. As an example, the Sheltered Instruction
Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model is a research-based and validated instructional model
that has proven effective in addressing the academic needs of English learners throughout
the United States. The SIOP Model consists of eight interrelated components: lesson
preparation, building background comprehensible input, strategies, interaction,
practice/application, lesson delivery, and review/assessment. The eight SIOP strategy
components and the instructional strategies connected to each of these components, guide
teachers in designing and delivering lessons that address the academic and linguistic
needs of English learners, strategies that include, but are not limited to: content and
language objectives that clearly identify what the students will learn and how they will
learn it; adapting content to simplify material without watering it down; providing
teacher-prepared outlines to guide students in taking notes; using speech that is
appropriate to the students’ language proficiency level; scaffolding procedural tasks;
providing EL students opportunities to practices speaking; encouraging more elaborate
responses from ELs students; and creating content word walls (CAL, 2018).
Educational standards are the learning goals for what students should know and
be able to do at each grade level. Education standards are not a curriculum. Local
communities and educators choose their own curriculum, which is a detailed plan for day
to day teaching. Standards are what students need to know and be able to do, and
curriculum is how students will learn it. The majority of school districts within the
United States have adopted the Common Core State Standards, K-12 educational
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standards for English language arts, literacy and mathematics. A third grade example of
a Common Core Standard for literacy is: recount stories, including fables, folktales, and
myths from diverse cultures; determine the central message, lesson, or moral and explain
how it is conveyed through key details in the text [CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.RL.3.2]. A
third grade example of a Common Core Standard for math is: solve two-step word
problems using the four operations. Represent these problems using equations with a
letter standing for the unknown quantity. Assess the reasonableness of answers using
mental computation and estimation strategies including rounding
[CCSS.MATH.CONTENT.3.OA.D.8] (CCSS, 2019).
As of 2019, more than three-quarters (84%) of U.S. students live in states that
have education standards influenced by the Framework for K-12 Science Education
and/or the Next Generation Science Standards (NSTA, 2019). A third grade example of a
Next Generation Science Standard for science is: make observations and/or
measurements of an object’s motion to provide evidence that a pattern can be used to
predict future motion [3-PS2-2] (NGSS, 2017).
Since 2013, and as recently as 2019, states are integrating the College, Career,
and Civic Life (C3) Framework into their state standards for Social Studies. An example
component of the C3 framework is: by the end of fifth grade, students working
individually and with others can explain how a democracy relies on people’s responsible
participation, and draw implications for how individuals should participate [D2.Civ.2.35.] (NCSS, 2013).
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Domain 3
Domain 3, Continuous Development of Teachers and Staff, focuses on
operational and human capital management. The school leader’s primary focus is on
improving teacher practice. In addition the school leader must ensure that all staff grow
in their areas of responsibility. Elements within Domain 3 identify key school leadership
capacities to ensure that the school leader: (1) effectively hires, supports and retains
personnel who continually demonstrate growth through reflection and growth plans; (2)
uses multiple sources of data to provide teachers with ongoing evaluations of their
pedagogical strengths and weaknesses that are consistent with student achievement data;
and (3) ensures that teachers and staff are provided with job-embedded professional
development to optimize professional capacity and support their growth goals (Marzano,
2018).
Research supports the increasing pressure on principals to deliver better
instruction, however not much is known about why, when and how principals guide
teachers’ work in the classroom. While principals see themselves as effective in
organizational and indirect instructional management, they perceive themselves as less
effective in guiding teachers in instructional matters (Salo, Nylund, & Stjernstrøm, 2015).
As an instructional leader in the building, the principal is expected to understand the
tenets of quality instruction as well as have sufficient knowledge of the curriculum to
know that appropriate content is being delivered to all students. This presumes that the
principal is capable of providing constructive feedback to improve teaching or is able to
design a system in which others provide this support (Wahlstrom & Seashore Louis,
2008).
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The process by which principals provide teachers timely and meaningful feedback
on their instruction must be guided by a research-based and validated set of components
of instruction. Teaching is very complex. To navigate these complexities requires a
comprehensive teacher evaluation framework designed to assist principals while they
guide and evaluate teachers. Charlotte Danielson’s teacher evaluation framework breaks
the complexities of teacher evaluation down to four domains, 22 components, and 76
elements (see Figure 4). The four domains include Planning and Preparation, Classroom
Environment, Instruction and Professional Responsibilities. For example, specific to
instruction, Domain 3 of the Danielson teacher evaluation framework, Instruction,
addresses: teacher communication students, the use of questioning and discussion
techniques, engaging students in learning, the use of assessment in instruction and
demonstrating flexibility and responsiveness (Danielson, 2013).
In education, research has shown that teaching quality and school leadership are
the most important factors in raising student achievement. For teachers and school and
district leaders to be as effective as possible, they continually expand their knowledge
and skills to implement the best educational practices. Educators learn to help students
learn at the highest levels. Professional development is the only strategy school systems
have to strengthen educators’ performance levels. Professional development is also the
only way educators can learn so that they are able to better their performance and raise
student achievement (Mizell, 2010).
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Source: (Danielson, 2013)

Figure 4. Danielson’s Teacher Evaluation Framework
Professional development should be grounded in faith in teachers, the institutions
they work for, and the power of the broader community of educators around the country
and the globe. Effective professional development should be understood as a jobembedded commitment that teachers make in order to further the purposes of the
profession while addressing their own particular needs. It should follow the principles
that guide the learning practices of experienced adults, in teaching communities that
foster cooperation and shared expertise. Characteristics of effective professional
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development opportunities include: collaborative decision-making; a growth-driven
approach; collective construction of programs; inquiry-based ideas; tailor-made
techniques; varied and timely delivery methods; adequate support systems; contextspecific programs; proactive assessment; and andragogical (adult-centered) instruction
(Diaz-Maggioli, 2004).
In public schools, effective professional development affects students. Student
learning and achievement increase when educators engage in effective professional
development focused on the skills educators need in order to address students’ major
learning challenges (Mizell, 2010).
College and university programs cannot provide the extensive range of learning
experiences necessary for graduates to become effective public school educators. Once
students graduate, meet their state’s certification requirements, and are employed, they
learn through experience. As in all professions, new teachers and principals take years to
gain the skills they need to be effective in their roles (Mizell, 2010).
Some modes of professional development include: individual reading/study/
research; teachers observing other teachers; an expert teacher coaching one or more
colleagues; team meetings to plan lessons, problem solve, improve performance, and/or
learn a new strategy; faculty, grade-level, or departmental meetings; online courses;
college/university courses; workshops to dig deeper into a subject; conferences to learn
from a variety of expertise from around the state or country, whole-school improvement
programs; and proprietary programs by private vendors (Mizell, 2010).
Desimone (2011) identifies five core features of effective professional
development:
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● Content focus: Professional development activities should focus on subject
matter content and how students learn that content.
● Active learning: Teachers should have opportunities to get involved, such as
observing and receiving feedback, analyzing student work, or making
presentations, as opposed to passively sitting through lectures.
● Coherence: What teachers learn in any professional development activity
should be consistent with other professional development, with their
knowledge and beliefs, and with school, district, and state reforms and
policies.
● Duration: Professional development activities should be spread over a
semester and should include 20 hours or more of contact time.
● Collective participation: Groups of teachers from the same grade, subject, or
school should participate in professional development activities together to
build an interactive learning community.
To be effective, professional development requires thoughtful planning followed
by careful implementation with feedback to ensure it responds to educators’ learning
needs. Educators who participate in professional development then must put their new
knowledge and skills to work. Professional development is not effective unless it causes
teachers to improve their instruction or causes administrators to become better school
leaders (Mizell, 2010).
Domain 4
Domain 4, Community of Care and Collaboration, promotes an inclusive way to
think about the school leader’s role in establishing a community of care, including the
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responsibility to ensure equity in instruction, the celebration of diversity, and an emphasis
on collaborative teamwork for teachers to plan effective instruction. Domain 4 addresses
the way a school does its work, looking at how staff forms a unified, transparent, and
collaborative environment so that the school functions at optimal levels, emphasizing the
operational side of the school leader’s responsibilities. Elements within Domain 4
identify key school leadership capacities to ensure that the school leader: (1) ensures that
teachers work in collaborative groups to plan and discuss effective instruction,
curriculum, assessments, and the achievement of each student; (2) ensures a workplace
where teachers have roles in the decision-making process regarding school planning,
initiatives, and procedures to maximize the effectiveness of the school; (3) ensures equity
in a child-centered school with input from staff, students, parents, and the community;
and (4) acknowledges the successes of the school and celebrates the diversity and culture
of each student (Marzano, 2018).
Without a thoughtful vision, effective principal leadership and teacher
cooperation, little progress will be made to improve student outcomes (Bottoms &
Schmidt-Davis, 2010a). An effective school leader promotes the success of all students
by understanding, responding to, and influencing not only the learning community within
the school building, but also in the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural
context (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996). Within the schoolhouse, these
effective school leaders establish, guide, and are active participants in professional
learning communities (PLCs). Professional learning communities have emerged as
arguably the best, most agreed-upon means by which to continuously improve instruction
and student performance (Schmoker, 2006). PLC members include, but are not limited
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to: classroom teachers, grade-level team leaders, reading specialists, special education
teachers and administrators. PLCs explore the data and are committed to working
collaboratively in ongoing processes of collective inquiry and action research to achieve
better results for the students they serve (DuFour, DuFour, & Eaker, 2008). In the
broader context, relative to parents and the larger community, the effective school leader:
understands the importance of diversity and equity and the external issues and forces
affecting teaching and learning; ensures that communication occurs among the school
community concerning trends, issues, and potential changes in the environment in which
school operates; and recognizes the importance of a continuing dialogue with other
decision makers affecting education (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996).
Domain 5
Domain 5, Core Values, represents ways of thinking about the values that the
school leader is committed to: transparency, trust, cultural responsiveness, and safety.
These are the values that the school leader instills in the school so that they are perceived
by all stakeholders. Domain 5 is based on the understanding that what the school leader
values and models influences the community’s perception of the school and how it feels
to be a part of the school. Elements within Domain 5 identify key school leadership
capacities to ensure that the school leader: (1) is transparent, communicates effectively,
and continues to demonstrate professional growth; (2) has the trust of the staff and school
community that all decisions are guided by what is best for each student; and (3) ensures
that the school is perceived as safe and culturally responsive (Marzano, 2018).
Parents, teachers, principals, and students often sense something special and
undefined about the schools they attend. Culture is the underground stream of norms,
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values, beliefs, traditions, and rituals that have built up over time as people work
together, solve problems, and confront challenges. This set of informal expectations and
values shapes how people think, feel, and act in schools (Peterson & Deal, 1998).
Paying attention to the core values of the school is the most important way for
leaders to communicate effectively (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Principals communicate
core values in what they say and do in their everyday work, uncovering and articulating
core values, looking for those that buttress what is best for students and that support
student-centered professionalism (Peterson & Deal, 1998). People's willingness to trust
is influenced by whether they feel others are acting appropriately in their roles (Berg,
Connolly, Lee, & Fairley, 2018).
Domain 6
Domain 6, Resource Management, recognizes the important role that resource
management plays in both instructional and operational leadership and school
improvement. Domain 6 focuses on how school leaders manage all of the fiscal and
physical resource necessities at the school to support optimal student learning, including
attention to and compliance with district and federal mandates. The school leader’s
resource management duties outlined in Domain 6 contribute to the larger vision of the
school in their specific and targeted support of school improvement, instruction and
curriculum, continuous improvement, collaboration and care, and core values. The three
elements of Domain 6 specifically emphasize this focus on student achievement and
school growth, identifying key school leadership capacities to ensure that the school
leader: (1) ensures that management of the fiscal, technological, and physical resources of
the school supports effective instruction and achievement of each student; (2) utilizes
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systematic processes to engage district and external entities in support of school
improvement; and (3) ensures compliance to district, state, and federal rules and
regulations to support effective instruction and achievement of each student (Marzano,
2018).
Many districts have limited resources available for discretionary use in supporting
improved learning, and as a consequence, schools and principals have limited resources
to help them raise student achievement. This does not preclude supportive districts
providing principals the flexibility to use existing human and financial resources to
address unique school needs while remaining consistent with school and district
improvement frameworks and strategic plans (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010b).
Further, leveraging community resources and local partnerships can support principals in
offering high-quality academic and enrichment opportunities to students by broadening
the experiences that may be typically offered to students and by expanding access to local
expertise such as health and human services agencies, departments of public safety and
parks and recreation, community colleges, businesses, community-based organizations,
and other entities can effectively maximize opportunities for students (U.S. Department
of Education, 2011).
This flexibility can manifest in myriad ways, including:
•

Giving schools greater autonomy and flexibility with the use of time,
organizational structures, teacher assignments and alternative systems for
delivering instruction in exchange for holding principals and faculty
accountable for results.
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•

Involving principals in budget discussions by allowing them to present wellconceived plans, aligned with district and school improvement plans, for
using district resources to improve schools.

•

Strategically directing resources to address the district’s most pressing needs,
most challenged schools and most at-risk students.

•

Treating time as a critical resource — and perhaps the most critical resource.

•

Encouraging an entrepreneurial spirit among principals in seeking outside
funds to support school improvement aligned with the strategic plan.

•

Broadening the scope of expertise and support to include community
resources. (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010b; U.S. Department of
Education, 2011)
Summary

The research makes clear that quality teaching and strong administrative
leadership result in effective schools. However, more research is needed to further
identify the specific school leadership practices that result in positive student
achievement. As the principal’s performance expectations have grown the past 70 years,
from a focus on managing to a focus on student achievement, so too has the presumption
that they be both operational and instructional leaders. Sebastian et. al. assert that if
improvements in principal practice can be made to influence student achievement, they
need to be devoted to both instructional leadership and organizational management. The
emphasis on principal training and professional development on instructional leadership
alone may be misguided, as organizational management is highly correlated with
instructional leadership (Sebastian, Allensworth, Wiedermann, Hochbein, &
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Cummingham, 2018). The evolution of the principal as instructional leader requires the
principal to possess the knowledge and expertise necessary to guide and support teachers,
who themselves have myriad performance expectations relative to planning and
preparation, classroom environment, instruction, implementation of curriculum with
fidelity and professional responsibilities.
One important revelation was the realization that principals cannot accomplish the
plethora of tasks required of them to be effective school leaders alone. Rather, they must
create school communities that foster the collaborative efforts of all stakeholders, sharing
the responsibility for planning, problem solving and decision making.
Researchers have largely focused on school leadership practices thought to best
produce effective schools by categorically identifying the roles and responsibilities
effective principals assume relative to building and communicating a common vision of
core values; creating a sense of community and collaboration; maintaining a focus on
teacher growth, instructional best practices and the use of data to drive instruction;
providing a viable and guaranteed curriculum, providing timely and meaningful
professional development; and managing both material and human resources. However,
there is very little research capturing teacher and principal perceptions of which of these
school leadership practices, specifically, have the strongest relationship to student
achievement. This study is an opportunity to fill the knowledge gap that exists relative to
the critical relationship between specific school leader practices and student achievement.
The goal of this study was to develop new knowledge related to this critical relationship.
An overview of the qualitative case study methodology, using semi-structured interviews
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as the primary means of data collection to acquire this new knowledge (Brinkmann &
Kvale, 2015) is provided in Chapter III.

CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHOD
This chapter is the research methodology for this qualitative case study relative to
the identification of which school principal leadership practices, as perceived by both
teachers and principals, have the strongest relationship to student achievement. This
approach allowed for a deeper understanding of teacher and principal perceptions relative
to these practices and a means by which to develop new knowledge relative to the
principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement.
Student achievement was chosen as a measure, versus student growth, as student
achievement measures student performance relative to the acquisition of grade-level
proficiencies, while student growth measures progress toward the acquisition of gradelevel proficiencies. Since students can make positive growth, yet still not be proficient,
achievement has been chosen as a measure in order that the study data reflect principal
leadership practices that actually resulted in students demonstrating grade-level
proficiency or above. This study was focused on teachers and principals whose practices
have already resulted in students performing at proficient or above as measured by their
achievement scores.
The applicability of a semi-structured interviewing methodology for this study is
discussed throughout this chapter. The research plan and methodology, study
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participants, procedure, analysis method and ethical concerns are also addressed in this
chapter.
Research Questions
This study sought to generate new knowledge based upon the answers to these
research questions:
RQ1: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by teachers, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
RQ2: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by principals, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
Methodology Selected
Qualitative research is a craft, marked by the challenge of doing original research
that is transparent, methodical and adheres to evidence. Qualitative research enables the
researcher to study the everyday lives of many different kinds of people and what they
think about, under many different circumstances and to conduct in-depth studies about a
broad array of topics in plain and everyday terms (Yin, 2016).
As identified by Yin (2016), five features distinguish qualitative research from
other forms of social science research: studying the meaning of people’s lives, in their
real-world roles; representing the views and perspectives of the people in a study;
explicitly attending to and accounting for real-world contextual conditions; contributing
insights from existing or new concepts that may help to explain social behavior and
thinking; and acknowledging the potential relevance of multiple sources of evidence
rather than relying on a single source alone. Many qualitative studies, based solely on a
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set of open-ended interviews, are interested in capturing the interviewees’ words and
ideas, not in arraying the responses numerically.
A qualitative case study was performed using semi-structured interviews as the
primary means of data collection to acquire new knowledge relative to the principal
leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement. In a classic
text, interviewing has been defined as a, “face-to-face verbal exchange, in which one
person, the interviewer, attempts to elicit information or expressions of opinion or belief
from another person or persons” (Maccoby & Maccoby, 1954). Much research is done
on schooling in the United States; yet so little of it is based on studies involving the
perspective of the teachers and principals whose individual and collective experience
constitutes schooling. To understand the meaning teachers and principals make of their
experience, interviewing provides a necessary avenue of inquiry (Seidman, 2019).
This study sought to generate new knowledge resulting from the systematic
qualitative analysis of data derived from teacher and principal study participant responses
to semi-structured interview questions relative to the study’s research questions exploring
which principal leadership practices have the strongest relationship to student
achievement. The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model served as a
conceptual framework, guiding the analysis and interpretation of the data (Brinkmann,
2013; Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Seidman, 2019).
Semi-structured qualitative research interviews are defined as interviews with the
purpose of obtaining descriptions of the life world of the interviewee in order to interpret
the meaning of the described phenomena (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015).
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Semi-structured interviews are probably the most widespread qualitative
interviews in the human and social sciences and are sometimes the only format given
attention in textbooks on qualitative research, as semi-structured interviews can make
better use of the knowledge-producing potentials of dialogues by allowing much more
leeway for following up on whatever angles are deemed important by the interviewee
(Brinkmann, 2013).
Semi-structured interviews give the interviewer a greater chance of becoming
visible as a knowledge-producing participant in the process itself, rather than hiding
behind a preset interview guide. And, compared to unstructured interviews, semistructured interviews are staged and conducted in order to serve the researcher’s goal of
producing knowledge, allowing the interviewer greater say in focusing the conversation
on issues deemed by the interviewer as important in relation to the study (Brinkmann,
2013).
The goal of qualitative interviewing is to obtain the interviewee’s descriptions
rather than reflections or theorizations. That is, qualitative interviewing is meant to
provide a first-order understanding through concrete description (Brinkmann, 2013).
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to identify the principal leadership
practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement, as perceived by
teachers and principals. Therefore, a qualitative case study was the most appropriate
research methodology.
Positionality
The researcher has worked in education as a school teacher and administrator for
32 years and holds a Bachelor of Arts in Elementary Education and a Masters of
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Education in Administration and Supervision. No study participant had a direct
relationship, professional or personal, with the researcher that may have imparted any
measure of bias on the research study.
The researcher, as both study observer and research instrument (Yin, 2016), has
been trained in the requisite skills to carry out this qualitative case study. The researcher
has conducted hundreds of teacher and administrator candidate interviews with the intent
to hire. The researcher has conducted in excess of one thousand pre- and post- evaluation
conferences with teachers and administrators. The researcher has been trained in all
iterations of both the Danielson Teacher Evaluation Framework and Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model. The researcher completed training and receive
interviewer certification from Ventures for Excellence. The researcher completed
coursework in both Documentary Research and Directed Research at Loyola University,
Chicago.
Study Participants
The study’s purposive sample was originally proposed to deliberately draw from a
population of two elementary (K-5), two middle (6-8) and two high (9-12) school
teachers, and two elementary (K-5), middle (6-8) and two high (9-12) principals for a
total of 12 participants.
Teacher study participants are teachers who have taught for a minimum of five
years and whose students (80% or higher):
● Scored “proficient” or “advanced” at grade level on the MSTEP in English
Language Arts or Math; or
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● Scored “level 4” or “level 5” at grade level on the IAR in English Language
Arts or Math; or
● Reached or exceeded “benchmark” values at grade level on the PSAT or SAT
in English Language Arts and Math.
Principal study participants are principals who taught for a minimum of five years prior
to becoming a principal and have served as principal for a minimum of five years and
whose students during tenure as a principal (80% or higher):
● Scored “proficient” or “advanced” at grade level on the MSTEP in English
Language Arts or Math; or
● Scored “level 4” or “level 5” at grade level on the IAR in English Language
Arts or Math; or
● Reached or exceeded “benchmark” values at grade level on the PSAT or SAT
in English Language Arts and Math.
Years’ experience and student achievement criteria was established for teacher
and principal study participants in order to solicit the perceptions of those teachers and
principals whose practices were already resulting in desired student outcomes.
Once all participants’ vantage points were taken and their implications made
explicit, new knowledge was generated relative to principal leadership practices having
the strongest relationship to student achievement. Student achievement was measured by
the school’s state summative assessment.
A total of 11 participants were recruited through the researcher’s professional
network of teachers and administrators. The researcher first reviewed state testing data
by district to identify schools that met the case study’s student achievement criteria, then
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reached out via email to teachers, principals and superintendents in his professional
network via email to identify potential study participants meeting the established case
study participant criteria. All teacher and principal study participants were White and the
schools represented by study participant teachers and principals had an average of 16%
economically disadvantaged students and 21% minority student enrollment.
Data Collection
Teacher and principal study participants were asked to participate in a one-on-one
interview with the researcher. The interviews lasted approximately one hour, during
which participants were asked to respond the semi-structured interview questions relative
to their perceptions of which principal leadership practices had the strongest relationship
to student achievement. The interviews were held virtually, using Zoom. The interviews
were recorded, audio only, and transcribed in order that following the interviews the
researcher was able to systematically analyze responses to construct new knowledge from
data collected from all interview respondents. Pseudonyms, as well as the replacement of
names of specific people, groups, or places that could disclose confidentiality to other
readers were used, while avoiding loss of context in the interview. All recordings were
kept secure and confidential on a hard drive to which only the researcher has access and
were destroyed following transcription. In addition to audio recordings, all original
records such as contact-information sheets and informed consent documents were held
securely on a hard drive to which only the researcher had access to guard against the
identity of participants being accidentally revealed (Seidman, 2019). Direct and indirect
(e.g., details that someone could combine with other information in order to deduce a
subject’s identity) data identifiers were replaced by coding them with random numbers,
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letters and/or initials, allowing the researcher to avoid revealing participants’ identities.
The researchers’ coding list was stored in a locked and secure location separately from
the coded study data. At the conclusion of the study, all information, including coding
lists, that might link study data, either directly or indirectly, to participants’ identities
were destroyed.
For transcription purposes, participants’ semi-structured interview responses were
assigned random letter and numerical codes. The professional transcription service only
knew study participants by this code. The transcripts, without any names or any other
identifying information, are being kept indefinitely to make available for future research
on a hard drive to which only the researcher has access.
This qualitative case study used a semi-structured interviewing protocol (see
Appendix B), where the researcher, as interviewer, and the interview questions were the
instrumentation used for the study. Memos were periodically used following each
interview. The interviews began with general background questions. Study-specific
interview questions followed.
All study participants signed a consent form and verbally confirmed their consent
at the start of their interview. The interviews were conducted face-to-face, virtually,
using Zoom conferencing, which enabled the researcher to interview study participants
via the Internet in real time. Each study participant’s virtual interview was recorded,
audio only, with the study participants’ written and verbal consent. Each participant’s
interview took place within a single session that lasted approximately one hour. No
interview was conducted without first confirming the written and verbal informed
consent of the participants. Each recorded participant interview was transcribed by a
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professional audio transcription service, Scribie, who signed a non-disclosure form (see
Appendix C), prior to transcribing the interviews. All recordings were kept secure and
confidential on a hard drive to which only the researcher had access and were destroyed
following transcription.
Memo writing was a frequent occurrence throughout the study. Memos are
preliminary analytic notes about codes and comparisons and any other ideas about data
that occur. Through studying data, comparing them, and writing memos, ideas were
defined that best fit and interpreted the data as tentative analytic categories. When
inevitable questions arose and gaps in categories appeared, data was sought that might
answer these questions and fill the gaps (Charmaz, 2014).
The domains and elements of the study’s conceptual framework, the Marzano
Focused School Leader Evaluation Model established the categories and codes for the
purpose of analyzing the data. Memos were used when correlating excerpts from
individual study participant semi-structured interview responses to the defined codes or
categories by their analytic properties; to spell out and detail processes subsumed by the
codes or categories; to make comparisons between data and data, data and codes, codes
and codes, codes and categories and categories and categories; to provide sufficient
empirical evidence to support the definitions of categories and any analytic claims; to
offer conjectures to check in the field setting; to sort and order codes and categories; to
identify gaps in the analysis; and to interrogate a code or category by asking questions of
it (Charmaz, 2014).
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Procedures Followed
Approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) was received from Loyola
University Chicago (see Appendix H). Once approval was received, the researcher
emailed districts whose teachers and principals met the study participant criteria,
qualifying them as potential study participants, for permission to conduct research study
(see Appendix D). Districts willing to participate in the study signed a letter of
cooperation form (see Appendix E). Following district signed approval, consent letters
were sent to qualifying teacher (see Appendix F) and principal (see Appendix G)
participants in the study.
Data Analysis
Coding is the process of defining what data are about (Charmaz, 2014). Coding of
interview transcriptions was an essential means by which to break down the interview
transcriptions into meaningful and manageable pieces of data, to then use in data
analysis.
Note taking and qualitative semi-structured interview transcriptions were the
dominant modes of field data collection for this qualitative case study.
The challenge of taking notes relative to the field data, while being an active
participant in the field, as well as observing and listening to what is going on during the
semi-structured interviews was overcome by a thorough processing of field notes
immediately following each semi-structured interview. This timely reworking of the
field notes allowed the researcher to write out any fragments, abbreviations, or other
cryptic comments that the researcher may not later have understood. The notes were then

62
revised and converted into a more formal set of notes that eventually became part of this
qualitative case study’s database (Yin, 2016).
In addition to the field notes taken in real time during the semi-structured
interviews, notes were also taken from the transcribed audio recording of each semistructured interview. Further, once the audio recordings of the semi-structured interviews
were transcribed, themes were then derived using the qualitative data analysis computer
software program, Dedoose, and copious amounts of hand coding (Charmaz, 2014; Yin,
2016). Dedoose is a cross-platform app for analyzing qualitative research and is
recognized for its facility in storing and retrieving large amounts of data and in coding
and sorting these data. Dedoose can also link memos to particular codes or segments of
text, which allows for the creation of concept maps and the generation of data
visualizations used to examine the general nature of the data, understand how the code
system has been applied to the qualitative content and expose patterns of variation in the
qualitative data and coding activity across sub-groups.
The researcher analyzed the audio recording transcriptions of the semi-structured
interview participant responses to create codes for key words and phrases from within
each of the transcriptions (e.g., “timely and meaningful feedback”). Using Dedoose, the
researcher created nodes for each of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model domains and elements (e.g., Domain 1, A Data-Driven Focus on School
Improvement, Element 3, ensures the appropriate implementation of interventions and
supportive practices to help each student meet achievement goals), to which the
established codes were aligned and categorically assigned as emergent themes.
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The semi-structured interview transcriptions were coded by assigning concise and
specific values (Lavrakas, 2008). Labels were attached to segments of transcriptions that
depicted what each segment was about. Coding full interview transcriptions gave the
researcher ideas and understandings that might otherwise have been missed by merely
relying on field notes. Coding full transcriptions enabled a deeper level of understanding
and raised analytic questions about the data from the very beginning of data collection
and throughout. Coding distilled the data, sorting them, and producing an analytic handle
for making comparisons with other segments of data. Coding of the semi-structured
interview transcriptions involved: (1) an initial phase naming each word, line, or segment
of data followed by (2) a focused, selective phase that used the most significant or
frequent initial codes to sort, synthesize, integrate, and organize the data. The researcher
kept the coding simple, direct, analytic and emergent (Charmaz, 2014).
Through the process of open coding, the researcher read through the semistructured interview transcriptions several times to create tentative labels for chunks of
data in order to generate initial categories and their properties, the data broken apart and
concepts delineated to stand for interpreted meaning of raw data. Axial coding was then
used to identify relationships among the open codes, systematically developing codes and
linking them within the framework of identified subcategories. Finally, selective coding
was used to integrate and refine categories in order to determine a core variable that
included all of the data (Corbin & Strauss, 2014).
Recognizing and understanding research bias is crucial for determining the utility
of study results (Galdas, 2017). In order to minimize researcher bias, all semi-structured
interviews were recorded and fully transcribed. The researcher thoroughly compared
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interview recordings to interview transcriptions. And, researcher memos and analytic
notes were reviewed and evaluated for indications of potential bias.
Validity, Reliability and Ethical Assurances
Four strategies were consistently applied throughout this qualitative case study in
order to ensure study validity: Intensive, long-term involvement; rich data; triangulation;
and the use of numbers.
1. Using a ten-question semi-structured interview protocol in order to produce a
complete and in-depth understanding of teacher and principal participant
perceptions, including the opportunity to conduct repeated interviews if
necessary (Maxwell, 2013).
2. Collection of rich, detailed and varied data from semi-structured interviews
that were fully transcribed verbatim (Maxwell, 2013). Gathering of rich data
to give the researcher solid material for building a significant analysis. Rich
data are detailed, focused, and full. They reveal participants’ views, feelings,
intentions, and actions as well as the contexts and structures of their
lives. Rich data generates solid material upon which to build a significant
analysis (Charmaz, 2014; Maxwell, 2013).
3. Triangulation of the 11 participants’ semi-structured interview responses to
collect converging evidence from these different sources, reducing the risk of
chance associations and of systematic biases (Maxwell, 2013).
4. Use of actual numbers instead of adjectives when claiming something was
“typical,” “rare,” or “prevalent” (Maxwell, 2013; Yin, 2016). Many of the
conclusions of qualitative studies have an implicit quantitative component.
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Any claim that a particular phenomenon is typical, rare, or prevalent in the
setting or population studied, or that some behaviors or themes were more
common than others, is an inherently quantitative claim, and requires some
quantitative support (Maxwell, 2013). Therefore, simple numerical results,
“quasi-statistics,” were periodically derived from the data in order to make
more explicit and precise any claims (Becker, 1970).
Relative to reliability, and consistent with Maxwell’s assertions concerning study
validity, Silverman (2005) stated that reliability is achieved by tabulating categories and
being certain that all aspects of the teacher and principal participant semi-structured
interview responses were fully transcribed to the most minute, yielding consistent results,
whether or not those results are valid (i.e., whether or not the results are relevant to the
purpose for which the instrument is intended) (Lavrakas, 2008).
Three ethical assurances were considered throughout the study. Relative to the
study participants, the researcher obtained consent from each of the study’s participants
and maintained strict confidentiality, establishing a mutual respect and trust. Relative to
the research, the researcher assumed several ethical responsibilities including;
maintaining the integrity of the research methodology; respecting the study participants’
time and effort by following through with the study in such a manner that took no short
cuts while gathering data and performing data analysis; and following through on the
commitment to the study participants and the profession by publishing the results of the
study. Finally, the researcher, without qualification, assumed the ethical responsibility to
self, study participants and the profession to produce the highest quality work of which
he was capable (Corbin & Strauss, 2014).
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Summary
The goal of this chapter was to outline the case study methodology used to answer
the research questions. The chapter outlined the procedure, study participants, data
collection, and interview questions summarizing the specifics of how the study was
conducted and who participated in the study. This study sought to generate new
knowledge resulting from the systematic qualitative analysis of data derived from teacher
and principal study participant responses to semi-structured interview questions relative
to the study’s research questions exploring which principal leadership practices have the
strongest relationship to student achievement. The Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model served as a conceptual framework, guiding the analysis and
interpretation of the data. All study participants contributed to the generation of this new
knowledge by sharing their perceptions. The goal of Chapter IV is to provide the study
results and demonstrate that the qualitative semi-structured interviewing methodology
described in Chapter III was followed.

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
The problem addressed in this qualitative case study was the lack of
understanding of teacher and principal perceptions of principal leadership practices
having the strongest relationship to student achievement. This understanding is critical as
there are 90,410 principals in the United States (NCES, 2017) and these perceptions may
provide universities insights to better design principal preparation programs to focus
more intentionally on teaching the principal leadership practices most closely related to
positive student achievement and may also benefit scholars in the development of
principal performance frameworks and rubrics that better target specific principal
leadership practices aimed at teacher quality and the improvement of instruction. In this
chapter, the trustworthiness of the gathered data will be justified, and the results will be
discussed and aligned to the research questions. The findings will be analyzed and
explained within the context of the study.
Results
This chapter contains the results of the qualitative study, using a semi-structured
interviewing methodology, conducted to answer the research questions:
RQ1: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by teachers, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
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RQ2: Which principal leadership practices, as perceived by principals, have the
strongest relationship to student achievement?
This chapter also includes study sample criteria, tables, interview excerpts, charts
and graphs to complement the summary. The process used to analyze the transcripts
from the semi-structured interviews conducted to capture the perceptions of teacher and
principal relative to principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to
student achievement and the degree to which these perceptions correlate to the study’s
conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model, is
described in detail in this chapter.
Sample
The researcher sought a representative sample of two elementary school (K-5)
teachers and two elementary school (K-5) principals, two middle school (6-8) teachers
and two middle school (6-8) principals and two high school (9-12) teachers and two high
school (9-12) principals.
Teacher study participants are teachers who have taught for a minimum of five
years and whose students (80% or higher):
● Scored “proficient” or “advanced” at grade level on the MSTEP in English
Language Arts or Math; or
● Scored “level 4” or “level 5” at grade level on the IAR in English Language
Arts or Math; or
● Reached or exceeded “benchmark” values at grade level on the PSAT or SAT
in English Language Arts and Math.
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Principal study participants are principals who taught for a minimum of five years
prior to becoming a principal and have served as principal for a minimum of five years
and whose students during tenure as a principal (80% or higher):
● Scored “proficient” or “advanced” at grade level on the MSTEP in English
Language Arts or Math; or
● Scored “level 4” or “level 5” at grade level on the IAR in English Language
Arts or Math; or
● Reached or exceeded “benchmark” values at grade level on the PSAT or SAT
in English Language Arts and Math.
The study participant recruitment process took more time than the researcher
anticipated, as the majority of districts in Michigan did not respond to the invitation to
participate, reducing the limited few districts in the state of Michigan that met the rather
high bar set by the study participant criteria to even fewer. The researcher modified the
IRB application to expand the scope of possible study participants to include Illinois and
was granted approval (see Appendix I).
Ultimately, two elementary school (K-5) teachers and one elementary school (K5) principal, three middle school (6-8) teachers and one middle school (6-8) principal and
two high school (9-12) teachers and two high school (9-12) principals met the criteria and
participated in the study, for a total of 11 study participants, with both teacher and
principal representation at each of the grade level groupings K-5, 6-8 and 9-12.
The seven teacher participants in the study had an average of 22 years’ teaching
experience, 151 total years' teaching experience. The four principal participants in the
study had an average of 11 years’ experience as principals, 45 total years’ principal
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experience and had an average of 13 years’ teaching experience, 52 total years’ teaching
experience.
Table 1
Participant Demographic Information

Data Collection
Inductive coding and analysis of the transcribed data was done through Dedoose
qualitative data analysis software program. Dedoose facilitated data coding and
categorizing to aid the analysis process (Yin, 2016). Inductive analysis was an optimal
approach for this study as it deterred the researcher from applying any preconceived ideas
by identifying themes through careful coding of the data (Yin, 2016).
The 11 research study participant interviews served as the source of research data.
All interviews were audio recorded, transcribed and uploaded into Dedoose for analysis
purposes. The six domains and 21 domain elements of the Marzano Focused School
Leader Evaluation Model, the study’s conceptual framework, were each assigned
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separate codes within Dedoose. Each of the 11 transcribed interviews were examined
line by line, from which 474 excerpts were identified and assigned a total of 842 codes
(see Table 2).
Combined, the two research questions seek insights relative to which principal
leadership practices, as perceived by teachers and principals, have the strongest
relationship to student achievement.
Findings and Analysis
As anticipated, the teacher and principal responses to the semi-structured
interview questions varied. Specific to the study’s conceptual model, the Marzano
Focused School Leader Evaluation Model, the coded excerpts from the teacher and
principal study participant semi-structured interview responses revealed an uneven
distribution across the six domains of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model (See Figure 5).

Figure 5. Distribution of Coded Excerpts Across the Six Domains
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Table 2
Codes Assigned to Teacher and Principal Interview Excerpts

Possible explanations for this uneven distribution are discussed in Chapter V.
That said, six themes emerged from the data analysis, which included: (1) both teachers
and principals share the perception that teachers improve instructional practices when the
principal provides timely and meaningful feedback regarding predominant instructional
practices, (2) both teachers and principals share the perception that strong teachers
continue to demonstrate reflection and growth when supported by their principal, (3)
teachers, more so than principals, have the perception that the principal must be
recognized by all school stakeholders as a transparent leader who continually enhances
his/her leadership skills, (4) teachers, more so than principals, have the perception that all
school stakeholders must trust that principal decisions are measured by how they impact
students, (5) principals, more so than teachers, have the perception that the principal must

73
ensure equity in a child-centered school with input from all school stakeholders, and (6)
principals, more so than teachers, have the perception that the principal must provide a
clear vision for the school’s instructional model. Figure 6 illustrates, for each of the six
identified themes, the number of teacher and principal interview response excerpts, coded
relative to their correlation to specific domains and elements of the conceptual
framework, the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
A thorough line by line and word by word reading of each teacher and principal
study participant semi-structured interview transcript captured the teacher and principal
perceptions of the principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to
student achievement. The essence of these perceptions resulted in the emergence of six
themes directly correlated to specific domains and elements within the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model.

Figure 6. Codes Assigned to Interview Excerpts Resulting in Six Themes
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Theme 1
Both teachers and principals share the perception that teachers improve
instructional practices when the principal provides timely and meaningful feedback
regarding predominant instructional practices.
An analysis of the data showed that the most prevalent shared perception between
teachers and principals is the belief that the principal must use his/her knowledge of the
predominant instructional practices in the school to improve teaching. This perception
correlates most closely to Domain 2, Element 2, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model.
Domain 2: Instruction of a Viable and Guaranteed Curriculum, Element 2: The
school leader uses knowledge of the predominant instructional practices in the school to
improve teaching.
Frequent walk-throughs and /or other classroom observations provide teachers
with timely and meaningful feedback relative to the predominant instructional practices
in the school. Emphasizing the critical importance of the accuracy of the feedback
provided to each teacher regarding instructional practices, P2 commented:
as a principal, looking at their classroom management, the instruction that's being
implemented within the classroom, how they plan and prepare in the classroom as
well, having follow-up dialogue with them, making sure that we are in constant
communication, that we're doing multiple walk-throughs, and having that open
dialogue.
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The regularity of walk-throughs and /or other classroom observations, consistency
throughout the school year suggests the importance of a systematic approach to
monitoring the effect of the predominant instructional practices. T3 stated:
helping your staff to make improvements… through observations and giving them
that feedback...you see those factors grow, any ideas that you have as a principal
and sharing those ideas to your staff and giving feedback, either informal
feedback or through an observation and suggestions… I think sometimes from the
principal's perspective… small suggestions can make a huge impact on your
students’ learning how you teach or just how your overall classroom runs.
Providing teachers feedback regarding instructional practices needed to address
learning gaps and diverse student populations promotes equity. Equity means that each
child has access to a guaranteed curriculum, one that offers all students an equal
opportunity to engage in rigorous content, and a viable curriculum, one that offers
adequate time for teachers to teach and students to learn the curriculum. Equity also
means that students who are marginalized, disenfranchised or who have special needs not
only have equal access, but the necessary supports to be successful. P2 commented:
“making sure that they're (teachers) providing, again, all the necessary curriculum
content, intervention supports in that classroom.”
Predominant instructional practices and trends are documented and regularly
shared with teachers following observations, with problems of practice being accurately
described for the teacher by the principal. Various teacher evaluation scales or rubrics,
such as the Danielson teacher evaluation framework, document teacher growth over time
and produce data that reflects teacher growth and improvement and the implementation
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of new instructional strategies resulting from provided feedback from the principal. The
goal, ultimately, is that the teacher can describe the predominant instructional practices
used in the school and how they affect student achievement. Participant T2 summarized:
after an observation, a teacher expects that they should receive written feedback,
obviously they should also be reflecting on the observation; and after they have
reflected, they expect the same to come from their principal. And then after that,
they would expect to have, I would say, an in-person type meeting conference to
go through the different things that went well, but obviously things that you can
improve on, sometimes smaller, sometimes bigger, but always it should be
something written. And I also agree that even if a lesson doesn't always go well, I
think that there should always be something positive, but overall it should be that
conversation piece that's happening. It should be something that happens in a
short timeframe, 'cause when you're teaching so many lessons a day, it's easy to
forget one lesson to the next. So I think having that feedback in a timely manner,
but definitely the details and I think the teacher should be willing to take that
feedback and then use it in their classroom, moving forward.
It is important to note that it is not simply the frequency with which principals
visit classrooms or the duration of time spent during those classroom observations that
teachers value most, rather it is the quality of the feedback given after the walkthrough or
observation either informally or during formally scheduled conversations between
teacher and principal during follow up observation post-conferences. Teachers can be
skeptical of the feedback they receive from principals if they feel that the principal is not
well grounded in the predominant instructional practices or lack the teaching experience
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to fully grasp, appreciate and/or acknowledge what it is they are observing while visiting
classrooms for observation purposes. T3 and T6 make clear the importance of both
timely and meaningful feedback from principals following a classroom walkthrough or
observation:
I think really giving me feedback piece, and yes, the principal should be seen as
that leadership role, but you should be comfortable enough that you trust that
principal is giving you feedback that you know would be helpful for your students
and worth the time in your classroom… as a teacher, you're going to grow
because you take that feedback that they're giving you and you trust that what
they're giving you, you don't take it as criticism, but you take it as seeing what
you can improve on… I think from the teacher side, respecting that when they
give you a suggestion to then try that suggestion out or give them feedback on
what went well or what didn't go well, even if it's not always from an observation
but some type of suggestion that they give, I think that just makes a huge
impact… I think having that feedback in a timely manner, but definitely the
details and I think the teacher should be willing to take that feedback and then use
it in their classroom. (T3)
I don't know, classroom practices or routine or something like that. Some people
don't expect that much from principals, and I would say, I've been teaching kind
of a while, I don't necessarily expect that much from principals just because...
There's all sorts of reasons why a person would go into educational
administration, and it's not necessarily because they've been particularly
successful in the classroom… I'm sure, every once in a while that you have a
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principal who was an excellent practitioner in the classroom and for whatever
reason, became a principal. But I don't think that happens very often. They
wanted to get out of the classroom. (T6)
Recognizing the critical nature of the principal’s use his/her knowledge of the
predominant instructional practices in the school to improve teaching, P2 states:
We have a foot in the door in all of that with our teachers… make sure that you're
doing that again on a consistent basis, but also following up on the practice that's
happening, the dialogue that you're taking place with them, and sharing the
challenges that you may see in the classroom, talking through with the teacher on
some of the improvements that... suggestions we can provide them, but also
talking more importantly about all the good things that they're doing and how they
can continue to strengthen that. So I just think it's an open dialogue, open
communication, and it's ongoing.
The most prevalent shared perception between teachers and principals is the belief
that the principal must use his/her knowledge of the predominant instructional practices
in the school to improve teaching. An analysis of the inductively coded transcription
excerpts of all study participant interviews revealed 44 teacher and 44 principal
references to Domain 2, Element 2, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model.
Theme 2
Both teachers and principals share the perception that strong teachers continue to
demonstrate reflection and growth when supported by their principal.
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An analysis of the data showed that the second most prevalent common
perception between teachers and principals is the belief that the principal must have the
capacity to effectively hire, support and retain personnel who continually demonstrate
growth through reflection and growth plans. This perception correlates most closely to
Domain 3, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Domain 3: Continuous Development of Teachers and Staff, Element 1: The
school leader effectively hires, supports and retains personnel who continually
demonstrate growth through reflection and growth plan.
Teachers and principals agree on three essential principal practices strongly
related to student achievement, all three of which, notably, take place outside the
classroom. These three practices include: hiring the very best available talent using
nondiscriminatory and standardized interview processes and protocols; supporting
teachers on the continuum through a collaboratively implemented teacher evaluation plan
where teachers can work with their principals on establishing pedagogical growth goals
and principals can monitor that growth and provide interventions, allowing teachers
opportunities to reflect on their instruction and the improvement of their craft; and timely
and meaningful job embedded professional development in order that teachers
demonstrate continuous growth in their area of responsibility
The essence of Domain 3, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model reflects the principal’s capacity to hire, support and develop excellent
teachers. A majority of both teacher and principal perceptions captured the critical
importance of the principal’s capacity to demonstrate these three practices.
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Hiring excellent teachers at the start is arguably the first and most crucial step in
building a strong staff and ensuring that the very best talent stands before the students in
every classroom, every day. T6 comments:
I think a huge responsibility of the principal is hiring, making good hires. And
taking good advice, planning for that, really putting a lot of thought into the
hiring. Because no matter how long-standing the principal, most likely kind of the
faculty as a whole is gonna be of longer standing with the district. So yeah... So
contributing to building that kind of strong faculty. The core person that you hire
is just so important. So careful hiring, hiring in advance, knowing what one is
looking for, setting up a good hiring committee, that sort of thing, is really key.
In addition to the primary principal practice of instructional leadership and
supporting teachers in their pedagogical instructional growth, principals provide teachers
with emotional support, with parents matters, in matters of classroom management and
student discipline and myriad other ways. Supportive principals are good listeners and
collaborative. Supportive principals empower teachers by encouraging risk taking,
creativity and innovation. The perceptions of both teacher and principal study
participants revealed the significance of principal support for teachers:
I like to be innovative and constantly changing, and I feel that a principal that is
going to be open to their ideas, to new ideas and philosophies and support
ingenuity and creativity and professional development, if the teacher can make an
argument for how this is going to be beneficial to the students and the success in
the classroom, I think that it is integral that the principal support that. (T2)
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Undying support…I think they need to feel like they can come to you for support,
just like a kid does to a parent, "I need some help dad and come and ask me for it,
or where I'm having an issue, good then let's just talk through that. (P4)
That's a really important part of my job, is to be able to be a good listener to
whomever sharing with me information, and by listening it really leads to
building trust and being able to have people know that I'm gonna do what I say I'll
do and I'll be there to support them through the work that I'm asking them to do…
they expect me to do what I say I'm gonna do. They expect me to... They really
expect me to be able to support them in their efforts that they're doing. I think that
they expect me to be present, to be approachable and to be the conduit for things
that come to them. (P1)
I think some of the most important roles and responsibilities for a principal is to
support and encourage the staff to teach the students to the best of their
ability...making their staff empowered to raise the academic rigor of their
students...looking out for the best interest of the students and empowering the
teachers to work to that goal. (T4)
Teacher and principal study participants also agree that timely, meaningful and
job-embedded professional development is paramount to teachers’ ability to demonstrate
continuous growth in their area of responsibility:
Collective teacher efficacy basically refers to when you have a group of teachers
who truly believe that they can make an impact in the classroom, then they'll work
towards that goal and do so. So, my role as principal is working with our division
chairs to ensure that the professional development process is aligned with those
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goals, to make sure that we're measuring outcomes in the classroom and making
progress towards developing students who take ownership of their learning. So
from an instructional perspective, I work very closely with that group to make
sure that that's happening. (P3)
We had a big professional development meeting a couple of weeks ago, and I had
to be articulate with my staff about my vision and I clearly was not clear enough.
So, though I literally drew them a picture, I found out that I'm gonna have to
continue to draw that picture and continue to have one-to-one conversations about
where are we gonna go? What do you mean by this defining terms, defining
words? (P4)
I believe the most important role to improve student learning is to be part of the
instruction, to know what curriculum is being taught in their school and giving the
teachers professional development... I think that that's extremely important and
the only way to get there is to allow the PLCs to develop and for the principal to
be a part of those PLCs and to provide the professional development... being able
to come to him or her with our needs and having a principal that listens and
understands and does provide professional development and provide whatever it
is the teachers need. (T5)
I think that one thing would be to create a culture of reflection. Maybe along with
the teacher evaluation, so that the teachers are constantly reflecting on practices
so that they are continuing to use best practices and to look at and determine
where they feel that they need help with, and then give access to those teachers
for professional development, or strategies, or whatever it is that they're looking
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for. So I think that could be a really important thing. So that kind of culture of
reflection and support…teachers need the support and need the professional
development options and the "Ata-boys" kind of stuff that a principal can give.
(T7)
So be supportive of staff, supportive of staff in ways that staff sees for personal
growth, and to inform staff in a concise way of areas of growth according to the
opinion of the principal, to offer staff avenues to improve their personal growth,
be it access to substitutes, if they want to attend a conference, access to other
resources that district might offer in the pursuit of improving one's practice. So,
being supportive, being flexible, I think are two key ways you can help
professionals improve their growth. (T1)
The second most prevalent common perception between teachers and principals is
the belief that the principal must have the capacity to effectively hire, support and retain
personnel who continually demonstrate growth through reflection and growth plans. An
analysis of the inductively coded transcription excerpts of all study participant interviews
revealed 45 teacher and 47 principal references to Domain 3, Element 1, of the Marzano
Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Theme 3
Teachers, more so than principals, have the perception that the principal must be
recognized by all school stakeholders as a transparent leader who continually enhances
his/her leadership skills.
An analysis of the data showed that the greatest discrepancy between teacher and
principal perceptions relative to the principal practices having the strongest relationship
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to student achievement pertains to the principal’s transparency, ability to communicate
effectively, and continued demonstration of professional growth. This perception
correlates most closely to Domain 5, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model.
Element 1 of Domain 5 of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model
identifies principal transparency, ability to communicate effectively and commitment to
professional growth as important practices for principals to demonstrate on the
continuum.
There are likely as many definitions of, and assigned attributes of principals who
are recognized as, ‘transparent’ as there are synonyms for the word. For the purpose of
this study, a principal’s transparency is reflected by their: possession of uncompromisable
core values; presence and visibility; and capacity to clearly articulate the school’s goals,
mission and vision. Study participants, teachers significantly more so that principals,
recognize the importance of principal transparency:
Sometimes I think it's just the little things, the being present. When my principal
walks down the halls, it's really encouraging to see students look up and say hello,
and acknowledge that he is there. And they seem to understand we're all in this
together and there's our commander-in-chief walking around, making sure
everything's as it should be. (T4)
I think it's extremely important the principal is in the room and visible at any time
can pop in and look at what's going on and be part of that culture. (T5)
The principal could be visible in the building, and could be encouraging and
supporting different programs, and when there's something going on in the
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building, interacting with the kids and happenings that are going on so that they
know that it's a respected behavior. (T7)
Someone that's gonna be consistent, present. (T1)
They really expect me to be able to support them in their efforts that they're
doing. I think that they expect me to be present, to be approachable and to be the
conduit for things that come to them. (P1)
Clear, open and honest communication was also recognized by study participant
teachers and principals as being a critical principal leadership practice. Further, that the
principal effectively utilize multiple media sources to communicate with staff and
community non-negotiable factors that have an impact on student achievement. Study
participants, teachers significantly more so that principals, recognize the importance of
effective principal communication:
I think that whole communication piece as well is a big thing, that they expect
someone who is there for them, that is there for their students. (T3)
The empowerment of the teacher and clear and concise communication about
curricular expectations, district initiatives and flexibility and support and helping
staff gain that new information that might be out there. (T1)
That we're maintaining an open door policy, open communication, open dialog.
We're setting goals with teachers… having follow-up dialogue with them, making
sure that we are in constant communication… they expect ultimately to have
someone that's there to listen, someone that's gonna be visible, someone that's
going to be visible and present, someone that's gonna have their back and be
supportive. (P2)
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I have to have some time with it, to figure out how that's gonna translate to our
students. So that when I do communicate, things that are coming maybe down
from a district level, that I've kind of already worked through some of the things
of how that's going to affect our student population or them as teachers. (P1)
The principal’s own professional development activities should be consistent with
the principal’s identified growth plan and evidence of leadership initiatives present.
Principals must also demonstrate uncompromised problem solving and decision making
skills aimed toward raising student achievement. Specific to continued demonstration of
professional growth, principal study participants were asked, “In your own opinion, what
helps you grow the most as a principal?” P3 responded:
Learning from our teachers, learning from the experiences they have, learning
from our best teachers, getting outside of our building. I think one of the best
things we do is get outside of our building and see what other schools, not only in
this area are doing, but other schools globally. What are they doing to impact
student learning? Read. I think always looking to learn about how we can do
things better is the most important thing we do.
The greatest discrepancy between teacher and principal perceptions relative to the
principal practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement pertains to
the principal’s transparency, ability to communicate effectively, and continued
demonstration of professional growth. An analysis of the inductively coded transcription
excerpts of all study participant interviews revealed 40 teacher and 18 principal
references to Domain 5, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model.

87
Theme 4
Teachers, more so than principals, have the perception that all school stakeholders
must trust that principal decisions are measured by how they impact students.
An analysis of the data showed that the second greatest discrepancy between
teacher and principal perceptions relative to the principal leadership practices having the
strongest relationship to student achievement pertains to the principal’s capacity to foster
positive relationships and gain trust from the staff and school community that all
decisions are guided by what is best for each student. This perception correlates most
closely to Domain 5, Element 2, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model.
Domain 5: Core Values, Element 2: The school leader has the trust of the staff
and school community that all decisions are guided by what is best for each student.
Teachers, more so than principals, identified principal leadership practices
associated with Element 2 of Domain 5 of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model, the school leader has the trust of the staff and school community that
all decisions are guided by what is best for each student, as having the strongest
relationship to student achievement. In order to build such trust, the principal must also
establish positive working relationships.
Educators make their life’s work, helping students grow. This vocation
encompasses the whole child. Teachers and principals go well beyond merely addressing
the academic needs of their students; they address the physical, social, emotional and
cultural needs of the students as well. Therefore, the principal must consistently take
inventory of student, teacher, parent and school community perceptions to ensure that

88
school policies and procedures are viewed as ethical, fair, unbiased, and culturally
responsive. By constantly taking such inventories and following through on
commitments and assurances, the principal builds trust with all school constituent groups
over time. Teachers and principal study participants, although more teachers than
principals, recognize the importance of building trust:
I think you want from your principal that leadership skills and somebody that you
trust and somebody that really you have that positive relationship that you can
grow as a teacher and become a stronger teacher… you have that positive
relationship, I think that as a teacher, you're going to grow because you take that
feedback that they're giving you and you trust that what they're giving you, you
don't take it as criticism, but you take it as seeing what you can improve on, and I
just think that it's a big thing when you trust your administration. (T3)
Ultimately, if a staff member feels threatened or feels like the administrator is not
acting in good faith, they're... It seems, in my opinion, less likely to change for the
better or grow… effort needed to overcome some obstacles or to improve student
achievement might be lessened if there's a lack of trust between principal and
teaching staff. (T1)
It's critical the principal and the teacher have some kind of a connection, some
kind of a bond where they're constantly working together as a collaborative
team… It'll build a trusting and honest foundation between the two. So I think it's
absolutely critical for students' success. (P2)
By listening it really leads to building trust and being able to have people know
that I'm gonna do what I say I'll do and I'll be there to support them through the
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work that I'm asking them to do… I definitely am able to articulate to the staff my
point of view, but and the expectations that I have for the outcomes for students…
when I do communicate, things that are coming maybe down from a district level,
that I've kind of already worked through some of the things of how that's going to
affect our student population or them as teachers. (P1)
A close examination of the combined transcripts of the study participant
responses to the semi-structured interview questions revealed that 53 references were
made to the critical importance of the principal stablishing positive working relationships.
Positive relationships are established with staff, faculty, students, parents, and community
when the principal performs all roles and responsibilities with integrity and with the
genuine desire to ensure the well-being of the whole student. Two of the many teacher
and principal study participant references to the establishment of positive working
relationships include:
It boils down to a relationship that the teachers and the principal have… I don't
feel that you're gonna see any growth in a teacher… we strategized together and
we collaborated and we worked extremely hard because the relationship was so
strong. (T5)
Most people that know me would know that I usually say it's all about
relationships, and I think it is… I think that having good relationships and being
there for your staff and the same thing for students. (P4)
The second greatest discrepancy between teacher and principal perceptions
relative to the principal practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement
pertains to the principal’s capacity to foster positive relationships and gain trust from the
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staff and school community that all decisions are guided by what is best for each student.
An analysis of the inductively coded transcription excerpts of all study participant
interviews revealed 44 teacher and 27 principal references to Domain 5, Element 2, of the
Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Theme 5
Principals, more so than teachers, have the perception that the principal must
ensure equity in a child-centered school with input from all school stakeholders.
An analysis of the data showed that the greatest discrepancy between principal
and teacher and perceptions relative to the principal practices having the strongest
relationship to student achievement pertains to the principal’s capacity to ensure equity in
a child-centered school with input from staff, students, parents, and the community. This
perception correlates most closely to Domain 4, Element 3, of the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model.
Element 3 of Domain 4 of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model
identifies the importance of the principal’s capacity to ensure equity in a child-centered
school with input from staff, students, parents, and the community. Equity is not merely
ensuring that every student gets the same, rather it is ensuring that each individual
students get what they need to be successful. Ensuring equity across the school house
requires a tremendous amount of collaboration.
Successful principals recognize that relying on the collective wisdom of the group
when solving problems and making decisions requires such collaboration. Growing
teacher leaders, creating time within each school day for teachers to meet and plan
instruction, review student data, design intensive instructional interventions to remediate
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struggling students, and meet in Data and MTSS teams to address students’ lowest
foundational skills and progress monitor interventions are essential principal practices.
When staff, students, parents, and community members feel their input is valued, the
overall functioning of the school improves. Teacher and principal study participants,
principals significantly more so than teachers, recognize that equity born out of a truly
collaborative spirit is vitally important:
We really promote collaboration and working together and our number one focus
for the last handful of years has been relationships. And it's not just between kid
and kid, it's kids and teachers, and teachers with teachers. So it's critical the
principal and the teacher have some kind of a connection, some kind of a bond
where they're constantly working together as a collaborative team. (P2)
I find the most important role I do is leading our leaders, so to speak. So making
sure that our leadership teams are moving things forward, and making decisions,
and asking the right questions and engaging in inquiry around the most important
things related to students… I think the characteristics of that teacher are someone
who is willing to get better, willing to learn, but also willing to collaborate with
their colleagues. Because as a staff in any school, we can learn from each other,
and we're better when we collaborate than when we work in isolation…the
concept of collective teacher efficacy basically refers to when you have a group of
teachers who truly believe that they can make an impact in the classroom, then
they'll work towards that goal and do so. (P3)
PLCs to develop and for the principal to be a part of those PLCs and to provide
the professional development… as far as principal leadership practices that relate
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directly to the student is being part of our PLCs and our data team and being part
of the monitoring of our students, and being part of the process and part of the
curriculum… we strategized together and we collaborated and we worked
extremely hard because the relationship was so strong. (T5)
Empowering other staff to take on responsibilities and to make decisions and
mentor staff… being flexible in working with staff on gaining time to have a
learning community, a PLC type get together and being attentive and being able
to respond to staff input, staff concerns, staff needs. (T1)
The greatest discrepancy between principal and teacher and perceptions relative to
the principal practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement pertains
to the principal’s capacity to ensure equity in a child-centered school with input from
staff, students, parents, and the community. An analysis of the inductively coded
transcription excerpts of all study participant interviews revealed 26 principal and 4
teacher references to Domain 4, Element 3, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model.
Theme 6
Principals, more so than teachers, have the perception that the principal must
provide a clear vision for the school’s instructional model.
An analysis of the data showed that the second greatest discrepancy between
principal and teacher and perceptions relative to the principal practices having the
strongest relationship to student achievement pertains to the principal’s capacity to
provide a clear vision for how instruction should be addressed in the school. This
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perception correlates most closely to Domain 2, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model.
Element 1 of Domain 2 of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model
identifies the importance of the school leader providing a clear vision for how instruction
should be addressed in the school.
The principal’s vision for instruction, when created collaboratively with teachers,
encompasses: the school’s predominant instructional practices; the instructional strategies
framework, including the use of data, required to promote learning for the school’s
diverse population; non-negotiable and clearly articulated lesson plan components;
intentional lesson planning; and a school-wide language of instruction. Teacher and
principal study participants, principal more so than teachers, articulated the importance of
the principal providing a clear vision for how instruction should be addressed in the
school:
Making sure you have the adequate materials for the curriculum that you are
rolling out and implementing within your school, you're providing services for
kids that have higher needs or challenges or struggle in reading, math, executive
functioning, whatever that may be… making sure those things are being
implemented with fidelity and that you're doing everything you can to meet the
needs of all… pushing forward thinking, pushing and challenging teachers to
provide everything they can do to meet the needs of the learners within the
classroom… drive our mission…looking at data from student focus groups, from
parents, from teachers, from your staff, is always very helpful to constantly put
you in check on certain things. (P2)
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Setting a culture and setting a tone… listening to see where's your community,
where are your kids, where is your staff. (P4)
So the concept of collective teacher efficacy basically refers to when you have a
group of teachers who truly believe that they can make an impact in the
classroom, then they'll work towards that goal…it appreciative inquiry. So, when
you start working with teachers or students and you bring the appreciative part to
them, that creates a safe space for teachers to grow. And then when you provide
them with models when they do feel safe and growing and getting better and
really reflecting on their work, then what happens is you begin to create models of
success within your building… with the highest levels of ability to collaborate and
seek input, and make sure that decisions that are made are done with teachers, not
to them. (P3)
Working within, the teachers working with parents and the teachers working with
each other and the students working and the parents working all together so it's
that cool culture of how they're going to get all the different stakeholders to buy
into what's going on and to work collaboratively for a common good… making
sure the correct curriculum is being taught, to help problem solve with staff when
challenges are discovered… being flexible in working with staff on gaining time
to have a learning community, a PLC type get together and being attentive and
being able to respond to staff input, staff concerns, staff needs. (T2)
The second greatest discrepancy between principal and teacher and perceptions
relative to the principal practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement
pertains to the principal’s capacity to provide a clear vision for how instruction should be
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addressed in the school. An analysis of the inductively coded transcription excerpts of all
study participant interviews revealed 42 principal and 21 teacher references to Domain 2,
Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Additional Data Collected
Teacher and principal interview participants identified two principal leadership
practices they perceived to have a strong relationship to student achievement that had no
direct correlation to the study’s conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused School
Leader Evaluation Model. The principal leadership practices identified by three or more
teacher and/or principal interview participants with no direct correlation to the study’s
conceptual framework, and anticipated as a possible limitation in Chapter I were socialemotional competence and empathy:
Specific to social-emotional competence, teacher and principal participants
commented:
But I think though it's harder to be a teacher today, I think the challenges that are
coming at us are coming at us so quickly, and they're so different, the anxiety of
kids and all the social-emotional stuff. (P4)
That all still ties into your whole social-emotional piece, is do you have the health
services that can provide for those students that might have executive functioning
concerns, anxiety, school refusal, things of that nature? (P2)
I'd say, need to be flexible and not rigid, realizing that different students have
different academic needs, different social-emotional needs, and the one-size-fitsall model doesn't really work in my experience. (T1)
Specific to empathy, teacher and principal participants commented:
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Some of the other things I think are no-brainers. Are you thoughtful? Do you have
empathy? Can you build trust with kids? But around our building a lot we say,
“Be kind.” So it doesn't cost anything to be kind, but we expect that a lot. (P4)
Empathy for their students and making sure that those students understand that
they're there for them each and every day, and it all starts with the relationship
that they have with their students and however we can grow. (P1)
They expect ultimately to have someone that's there to listen. (P2)
Listening to what they say about how they want to learn, what they think about,
what they're worried about, what they're happy about. (T7)
Summary
This chapter contains the results of the data analysis and connects the analysis
back to the study’s research questions. Eleven study participants, K-12 teachers and
principals, were interviewed for this qualitative study using a qualitative interviewing
methodology. Research participants responded to semi-structured research questions
during a 30-60 minute interview process. The interview responses were audio recorded
and later transcribed. The interview questions were targeted to delineate which principal
leadership practices, as perceived by teachers and principals, have the strongest
relationship to student achievement. As patterns emerge from the data collected from
study participant interview responses, themes were identified and correlated to the
domains and elements found within the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model.

CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS
This chapter synthesizes and discusses the results in light of the study’s research
questions, literature review and conceptual framework. The purpose of this qualitative
case study was to identify which school principal leadership practices, as perceived by
both teachers and principals, have the strongest relationship to student achievement. This
chapter includes sections on the trustworthiness of the data, a discussion that the analysis
conducted was consistent with semi-structured interviewing methodology and how the
analysis connects back to the research questions. In addition, this chapter includes
implications of research, implications for practice, recommendations for future research
and conclusions.
Trustworthiness of the Data
The trustworthiness of the study’s data was born out of the design of the study,
the methodology used and the reliability of the perceptions of the teacher and principal
study participants, rather than the employment of any specific procedure (Yin, 2016). In
other words, the ambitious study participation criteria that was established to seek only
the perceptions of teachers and principals whose work was already resulting in high
levels of student achievement was a deliberate means by which to build study
trustworthiness and credibility.

97

98
The seven teacher study participants in the all taught for a minimum of five years,
and had an average of 22 years’ teaching experience. The four principal study
participants taught for a minimum of five years, had been principals for a minimum of
five years and had an average of 11 years’ experience as principals. Further, both teacher
and principal study participants had 80% of their students achieving at proficient or
above in ELA or Math as evidenced by normed state testing results.
Discussion of the Findings
Prior to interviewing the teacher and principal study participants using a semistructured interviewing methodology to ascertain their perceptions relative to the
principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement,
the researcher presented, in Chapter II, an exhaustive review of the literature. The
literature review was broadly constructed to capture the evolution of the roles and
responsibilities of the principal over time. The literature review also investigated
effective principal leadership practices, including the separate components of the study’s
conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Chapter IV identified the six themes that emerged from the analysis of the data.
The six themes were identified as a result of reading each study participant’s semistructured interview transcript and the correlation of interview excerpts to their
corresponding domain and element of the conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model.
The identification of the six themes allows for a more narrowly focused
discussion of the study’s findings and a deeper exploration of current research and other
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recent studies conducted relative to each identified theme and its corresponding domain
and element within the conceptual framework:
Theme 1
An analysis of the data showed that the most prevalent shared perception between
teachers and principals is the belief that the principal must use his/her knowledge of the
predominant instructional practices in the school to improve teaching. This perception
correlates most closely to Domain 2, Element 2, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model.
Study participant perceptions capturing the essence of Domain 2, Element 2, of
the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model are also found within the domains
and elements of the Charlotte Danielson’s teacher evaluation framework (Danielson,
2013). That said, some teachers’ perceptions reflected some measure of importance
related to the principal’s capacity to, or inability to, provide knowledgeable feedback.
Classroom walk-throughs provide principals the opportunity to offer teachers
timely and meaningful feedback relative their instructional practices, implementation of
the curriculum and other predetermined look fors (Kachur, Stout, & Edwards, 2013).
The vast majority of study participants, both teachers and principals, indicated that
informal and formal classroom visits and observations benefit teachers’ instructional
practices in the classroom.
There's broad consensus that principals need deep knowledge in three broad areas:
curriculum and pedagogy; assessments for student learning; and classroom environment
and culture (Superville, 2019). That said, there is a discrepancy between teachers’
perceptions of their principal’s requisite subject matter knowledge to help them improve
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their instruction than principals’ perceptions of their own requisite subject matter
knowledge to help their teachers improve instruction (see Figure 7)

Source: Education Week Research Center, 2019.

Figure 7. Teacher and Principal Perceptions of Principal Requisite Content Knowledge
A principal's lack of content knowledge, however, doesn’t necessarily negatively
impact the relationship between the teacher and the principal. Teachers, for the most part,
already know what their principals taught, and principals who admitted to some
weaknesses and were interested in learning alongside teachers added to the principal's
credibility culture (Superville, 2019).
To attain a more nuanced look at teaching in an area outside of the principal’s
own expertise, Jimerson suggests that principals:
● Choose one subject area a year and dig deeper into it.

101
● Subscribe to a practitioner journal in one content area, such as the National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics' journal. Principals should read it
monthly, and discuss it with their teachers.
● Make the learning public. Teachers and other experts in the building and
districts should know that principals are engaging in this process.
● Have conversations with teachers about what you're reading and ask to visit
classrooms to see in practice what you've just read.
● Work with the district's instructional coaches and content experts in the area
of focus. Visit classrooms with them to see and learn good teaching practices
in that subject area.
● Read one or two well-respected practitioner books in that content area. Attend
professional learning community meetings in that subject area, not as a leader,
but as a co-learner. (Jimerson & Fuentes, 2019)
Theme 2
An analysis of the data showed that the second most prevalent common
perception between teachers and principals is the belief that the principal must have the
capacity to effectively hire, support and retain personnel who continually demonstrate
growth through reflection and growth plans. This perception correlates most closely to
Domain 1, Element 3, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
Relative to hiring excellent teachers, districts and schools need to recognize that
building their teaching force is imperative to their success and to the success of their
students and must design and execute a recruitment strategy with the same level of
fierceness as other industries that compete for candidates with similar mindsets, skills,
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and passions. And, to recognize that actively recruiting top talent and making the job
search professional and exciting will help better serve students and build the culture of
prestige the teaching profession deserves (Herrmann, 2018).
The reality, though, is that there is an insufficient number of teachers are coming
into teaching and excessive numbers of teachers quitting the profession due to myriad
reasons such as worsening working conditions. The result is a rapidly dwindling teacher
candidate pool nation-wide, which raises additional concerns: a potential change or
decline in the qualifications of the teaching workforce; difficulty filling vacancies,
pressuring schools to hire less qualified teachers with fewer credentials and thus affected
the overall qualifications of the teaching workforce; and high-poverty schools, especially
being more likely to have vacancies and have a hard time filling vacancies and more
likely to fill positions with first-year teachers, who are more likely to leave the school or
leave the profession (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). Therefore it stands to reason that Districts
and schools must support, develop and retain teachers who are already employed.
Relative to supporting teachers, research has shown that effective school
leadership is among the strongest predictors of teacher retention. How principals engage
their teachers matters in terms of whether they will stick around (Will, 2018). When
teachers feel respected, valued, and empowered, there is a higher level of commitment,
less turn-over, and greater school stability .
Perceptions of novice teachers reveal a need for the principal’s emotional support
and safety, someone who motivates and encourages collaboration rather than being their
critic. Perceptions of mid-career teachers reveal their need to be respected as
professionals and their high interest in mentoring new teachers. Perceptions of veteran
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teachers reflects their need for respect for their knowledge and experience. Praise is
relatively unimportant for the veteran teacher, but a wise principal will ask their opinion,
value their input, and give them opportunities for decision-making (Richards, 2007).
Regardless years’ experience, teacher perceptions identify the same five principal
behaviors most valued by teachers, juxtaposed with principal perceptions (see Table 3):
Table 3
Comparison of the Top Five Principal Behaviors
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
Source: EdWeek: How Effective Principals Encourage Their Teachers.

Relative to developing and retaining teachers, how practitioners define
instructional leadership is still being explored. Although educators do not necessarily
agree on what instructional leadership looks like in a school setting, a study of principals
and teachers from 20 countries, resulted in the finding that the school leaders’ definition
of instructional leadership focused on: setting goals and vision for the organization;
promoting and leading professional development of teachers; and supervising instruction
(Urick & Bowers, 2017; Vogel, 2018).
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In education, research has shown that teaching quality and school leadership are
the most important factors in raising student achievement. For teachers and school and
district leaders to be as eﬀective as possible, they must engage in professional
development activities on the continuum in order to continually expand their knowledge
and skills to implement the best educational practices. Through ongoing, effective and
timely professional development, educators learn to help students learn at the highest
levels (Mizell, 2010).
Theme 3
An analysis of the data showed that the greatest discrepancy between teacher and
principal perceptions relative to the principal practices having the strongest relationship
to student achievement pertains to the principal’s transparency, ability to communicate
effectively, and continued demonstration of professional growth. This perception
correlates most closely to Domain 5, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model.
Transparency and integrity are the cornerstones of good governance (Starr, 2016).
The principal must cultivate a culture of transparency in order to ensure the entire staff
knows what is happening and why, and establish a sense of team working together for a
better school (Nolting, 2017).
Cultivating a school culture of transparency requires principals to build trust, be
open, be honest and lead with integrity. The school principal must give honest feedback
to teachers, err on the side of disclosure, stand up for important values, keep promises
and follow through on commitments. Creating an environment of transparency requires
that principals be good listeners, take issues head on and lead courageously (Saphier,
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2018). Effective principals practice a transparent leadership style, admit that their school
isn't perfect, and include staff and parents in a mission to make the school as great as it
can be (Bagin, 2005).
You cannot be a great school leader without communication. Clear, positive
communication with a focus on students, teaching, and learning builds confidence in the
principal and the school. Common themes identified by parents and other community
leaders about district and school building communication include:
● School newsletters are the most read vehicles for parents.
● Teachers are the key credible influentials when talking about your school.
● Parents are less concerned about overall national or state test scores than most
of us think.
● Parents are more concerned about the progress, accomplishments, and
challenges of their children.
● Schools are primarily judged on how their staff and principals interact with
students and parents. (Bagin, 2005)
In her qualitative study, Tyler (2016) identifies 11 specific leadership
communication behaviors (see Table 4).
Principals who demonstrate effective communication know that: personal
relationships beat paper just about every time; healthy, respected relationships are critical
to communication; perception is reality; first graders like surprises, the superintendent
doesn't; an invitation to everyone is an invitation to no one; the best way to eat crow is
fast; people support what they help create; it is more important to reach the people who
count than to count the people you reach; comments taken out of context are those for

106
which a context was not clearly provided; and that when you create a communication
void, your critics will surely fill it and flaunt it (Bagin, 2005).
Table 4
Leadership Communication Behaviors

Source: Tyler, 2016, p. 8.

Principal leadership is a package of skills of which communication is only one
element and without strong communication skills, relationships could be difficult to
establish (Tyler, 2016). Principals are the main creators of a culture of communication in
their schools. Good, two-way communication becomes the standard when principals
serve as role models, provide resources and training, and hold staff members accountable
for their communication efforts and results (Bagin, 2005).
Theme 4
An analysis of the data showed that the second greatest discrepancy between
teacher and principal perceptions relative to the principal practices having the strongest
relationship to student achievement pertains to the principal’s capacity to foster positive
relationships and gain trust from the staff and school community that all decisions are
guided by what is best for each student. This perception correlates most closely to
Domain 5, Element 2, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model.
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Teacher-principal relationships strongly and directly affect attitudes, which in turn
define a school’s climate and this climate effects the school’s effectiveness (Price, 2012).
Veteran teachers giving advice to principals on fostering positive teacher-principal
relationships and meaningful buy-in from teachers shared these do’s and don’ts: don’t
come to a new school and immediately make change; do consider what’s already working
well; don’t ignore the veteran teachers; do prioritize building relationships with teachers;
don’t get too cocky; do get out of your office; don’t ignore teachers’ suggestions and
input; and do tap teacher-leaders to pilot a new initiative before rolling it out to the rest of
the staff (Will, 2019). Teacher-principal relationship sources of friction include (see
Figure 8):

Source: Education Week Research Center, 2019.

Figure 8. Teacher Principal Relationship Sources of Friction
Trust is the foundation for collaboration, and collaboration is what makes
organizations excel and builds an atmosphere within which teachers are willing to take
the risks that new learning requires (Modoono, 2017). Schools with high relational trust
are more likely to make marked improvements in student learning (Bryk & Schneider,
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2003). Education Week conducted a study on teacher-principal relationships that shared
the perceptions of both teachers and principals relative to the importance of such
relationships (see Figure 9).

Source: Education Week Research Center, 2019.

Figure 9. Teacher and Principal Perceptions of Importance of Relationships
Principal trustworthiness can be measured by five key traits:
● Benevolence: Having confidence that another party has your best interests at
heart and will protect your interests is a key ingredient of trust.
● Reliability: Reliability refers to the extent to which you can depend upon
another party to come through for you, to act consistently, and to follow
through.
● Competence: Similar to reliability, competence has to do with belief in
another party’s ability to perform the tasks required by his or her position. For
example, if a principal means well but lacks necessary leadership skills, he or
she is not likely to be trusted to do the job.
● Honesty: A person’s integrity, character, and authenticity are all dimensions
of trust. The degree to which a person can be counted on to represent
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situations fairly makes a huge difference in whether or not he or she is trusted
by others in the school community.
● Openness: Judgments about openness have to do with how freely another
party shares information with others. Guarded communication, for instance,
provokes distrust because people wonder what is being withheld and why.
Openness is crucial to the development of trust between supervisors and
subordinates, particularly in times of increased vulnerability for staff.
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998)
Building trust between educators—whether teacher to teacher or teacher to
administrator—is rarely a simple matter. Obstacles to trust such as top-down decision
making that is perceived as arbitrary, misinformed, or not in the best interests of the
school and ineffective communication are, unfortunately, easy to come by, particularly in
schools that have experienced high turnover in school leadership, repeated layoffs and
budget shortfalls and/or widespread differences of opinion regarding curricula, teaching
practices, school policies, or other matters affecting students, faculty, and staff (Brewster
& Railsback, 2003).
In order to prepare the foundations for teacher-principal trust, researchers,
professors of education, and practitioners suggest to principals that they: demonstrate
personal integrity; show that they care; are accessible; facilitate and model effective
communication; involve staff in decision making; celebrate experimentation and support
risk; express value for dissenting views; reduce teachers’ sense of vulnerability; ensure
that teachers have basic resources; and are prepared to replace ineffective teachers
(Brewster & Railsback, 2003). Relative to support, there is a notable discrepancy
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between teacher and principal perceptions relative to principal support for teachers who
start innovative work or new initiatives (see Figure 10).

Source: Education Week Research Center, 2019.

Figure 10. Perceptions of Principal Support for Teacher Innovation and New Initiatives
Theme 5
An analysis of the data showed that the greatest discrepancy between principal
and teacher and perceptions relative to the principal practices having the strongest
relationship to student achievement pertains to the principal’s capacity to ensure equity in
a child-centered school with input from staff, students, parents, and the community. This
perception correlates most closely to Domain 4, Element 3, of the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model.
Whether teachers are working on instruction, developing curriculum, or
discussing students, they value the opportunity to collaborate (Modoono, 2017).
Principals recognize the importance of working with teachers in PLCs, data teams, or
school leadership teams to identify student learning needs and develop instructional
responses (Vogel, 2018). Schools and teachers that have better quality collaboration
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across instructional domains also have higher achievement gains, and usually at
statistically significant and meaningful levels (Ronfeldt, Owens Farmer, & Grissom,
2015).
The greatest discrepancy between principal and teacher perceptions relative to the
principal practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement pertains to
the principal’s capacity to ensure equity in a child-centered school with input from staff,
students, parents, and the community. An analysis of the inductively coded transcription
excerpts of all study participant interviews revealed 26 principal and four teacher
references to Domain 4, Element 3, of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation
Model.
Theme 6
An analysis of the data showed that the second greatest discrepancy between
principal and teacher and perceptions relative to the principal practices having the
strongest relationship to student achievement pertains to the principal’s capacity to
provide a clear vision for how instruction should be addressed in the school. This
perception correlates most closely to Domain 2, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model.
Instructional leadership is about cultivating the expertise within the building. It is
about creating a culture of collaboration where teachers learn from one another and
inspire one another. A principal’s job is valuable inasmuch as teachers are enabled to be
more effective. Teachers do the core business of the school, and the job of school leader
is to remove barriers from instruction and provide teachers with the tools and resources
needed to be successful (Steele & Whitaker, 2019). An analysis of the inductively coded
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transcription excerpts of all study participant interviews revealed 42 principal and 21
teacher references to Domain 2, Element 1, of the Marzano Focused School Leader
Evaluation Model.
Additional Data Collected: Social Emotional Competence and Empathy
Teacher and principal interview participants identified two principal leadership
practices they perceived to have a strong relationship to student achievement that had no
direct correlation to the study’s conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused School
Leader Evaluation Model. The principal leadership practices identified by three or more
teacher and/or principal interview participants with no direct correlation to the study’s
conceptual framework were social-emotional competence and empathy.
Although the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model is void of
principal leadership practices directly related to empathy and other social-emotional
learning competencies, Marzano does acknowledge the need for principals to create
conditions within the school for social emotional learning (Marzano & Dujon, 2018).
Using Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs as a framework, Marzano outlines specific needs
and goals and identifies activities that schools and teachers can implement to address
individual student needs at a school and classroom level that include: physiological
needs—periodically assess the needs of students relative to hunger, sleep, mental health,
physical health and homelessness; safety needs—including both physically and
psychologically; belonging needs—creating a school environment of respect, affection
and cooperation; esteem needs—provide opportunities for students to share personal
experiences with their peers and celebrate their successes outside of school; selfactualization goals—opportunities for students to examine and develop their images of
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their possible selves; and connecting to something greater than self—providing students
opportunities to engage in altruistic projects (Marzano & Dujon, 2018).
School principals have substantial impacts on many aspects of their schools,
including school climate and culture, teacher well-being and retention, and students’
school success. As such, the principal must be mindful of both personal social and
emotional competence including the ability to handle stress and model caring and
culturally competent behaviors with staff and students and recognize their responsibility
to ensure that all staff, students, parents, and community members feel safe, cared for,
respected, and valued (Mahfouz, Greenberg, & Rodriguez, 2019).
The Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL)
identifies five social and emotional skills which include the ability to regulate their
emotions and behavior, increase their social awareness, cultivate healthy relationships,
and improve their decision-making skills (see Figure 11). By honing these skills
principals can increase their effectiveness and develop the skills to lead the
implementation of social emotional learning programs, policies, and practices in their
buildings and throughout the school community (Elias, Utne O'Brien, & Weissberg,
2006).
Empathy is a social and emotional learning competency identified by the
Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) that is most
closely associated with social awareness (CASEL, 2017). At its core, empathy suggests
an ability to understand and share another person's feelings and emotions—to see things
from the perspective of another and understand another's point of view. This requires all
school stakeholders to seek to know those around them beyond the surface. Often when
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there's a difference of opinion, people—adults and children—choose to interact with
those who support and reinforce their biases (Hoerr, 2018).

Source: CASEL, 2017.

Figure 11. Social and Emotional Learning (SEL) Capacities
Empathy requires listening, infusing lives with meaning and purpose and creating
classrooms, meetings, and informal spaces characterized by dialogue rather than
monologue. Teachers in such places would consistently give students voice in what they
learn, how they learn, and how they might best show what they know. They would look
for the problem behind misbehavior rather than seeing the child as a problem—and find
solutions to the problem rather than punishments. Principals in these contexts would join
with teachers to craft spaces and schedules that invite learning, account for human
variance, and anticipate the need for flexibility. Teachers and principals alike would
focus on assets rather than deficits, helping others identify their strengths and use those
strengths as launching pads for further growth (Tomlinson & Murphy, 2018).
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Implications of Research
A focus on principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to
student achievement is important because great schools do not exist apart from great
leaders and principal development remains a low priority on most education policy
agendas (Hall, Childs-Bowen, Pajardo, & Cunningham-Morris, 2015).
The component parts of this study’s conceptual framework, the Marzano Focused
School Leader Evaluation Model, were influenced by the multi-year investigation, titled
Investigating the Links to Improved Student Learning (Final report of research findings),
which found that teachers in high-performing and high student achievement schools of all
grade levels, K-12, report high levels of Instructional Climate, and principals whose
teachers rate them high on Instructional Climate emphasize the value of research-based
strategies and are able to apply them in their own school setting. This multi-year
investigation further identified three specific principal leadership practices that make
significant contributions to the improvement of instructional practices: Focusing the
school on goals and expectations for student achievement; keeping track of teachers’
professional development needs; and creating structures and opportunities for teachers to
collaborate (Final report of research findings).
This multi-year investigation, which significantly influenced the design of the
Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model and analysis of this study’s findings
identifies two significant principal leadership practices, reflected in both teacher and
principal perceptions, having the strongest relationship to student achievement,
specifically: that the principal must possess knowledge of the predominant instructional
practices in the school and use that knowledge to improve teaching and provide timely

116
and meaningful feedback to teachers regarding these predominant instructional practices;
and that the principal must make good hires, provide timely and meaningful jobembedded professional development and grow strong teachers who continue to
demonstrate reflection and growth as a result of their support.
Implications for Practice
In order to better equip principals with the knowledge and skills to be effective,
aspiring and practicing principals need to demonstrate principal leadership practices
relative to all of the domains and elements within the of the Marzano Focused School
Leader Evaluation Model. That the study findings isolated a limited few of these
domains and elements as being most critical implies that the principal study participants
were so well grounded in the other domains and elements, that those domains and
elements were perhaps second nature to them to the extent that they are now able to focus
their energies on those domains and elements that have the strongest relationship to
student achievement. All teacher and principal study participants were white and the
schools represented by study participant teachers and principals had an average of 16%
economically disadvantaged students and 21% minority student enrollment. The
researcher’s professional experience as a teacher, principal and superintendent in both
affluent and economically disadvantaged school districts, all of which having produced
students achievement scores reflecting a positive trajectory, makes clear that the principal
leadership practices identified by this study’s six themes transcend racial and economic
barriers.
When you have principals who consistently exhibit strong principal leadership
practices, particularly as they pertain to: providing meaningful feedback to teachers
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regarding predominant instructional practices; providing support and job-embedded
professional development; communicating clearly and positively with an emphasis on
teaching and learning; making student-focused decisions; building trust and positive
relationships with all school constituent groups; and promoting a collegial and
collaborative environment in which collectively solve problems and make decisions, the
implication is that high student achievement occurs when these principal leadership
practices are demonstrated by principals and there is an alignment between these
principal leadership practices and teachers’ perceptions of those practices.
There is a progression from low levels of knowledge and implementation of
principal leadership practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement to
high levels of knowledge and implementation of principal leadership practices having the
strongest relationship to student achievement. Figure 12 below shows this progression,
illustrating how as principals move from Quadrant IV to Quadrant I, demonstrating
increased capacities to implement essential principal leadership practices, student
achievement increased.
This study’s participant sample drew from teachers and principals whose students
were already achieving at high levels. That is, 80% of their students achieving at gradelevel proficiency or above. In addition, participants had to have a minimum of five
years’ teaching experience, five years’ principal experience or both. By setting the
criteria for study participation high, it became clear through the analysis of the data that
teacher and principal study participants can identify which principal leadership practices
have the strongest relationship to student achievement. These teachers and principals
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impressed upon the researcher, they know exactly what they’re doing, why they’re doing
well and can replicate their resulting success over time.

Source: The Data Tool\kit, adapted.

Figure 12. Progression of Principal Practices Impact of Student Achievement
The six themes that emerged from the analysis of the data most closely correlated
to Domains 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model,
which implies that the most essential principal leadership practices leading to high
student achievement are found within the identified specific elements within these four
Domains. This does not preclude interview participants response excerpts correlating to
Domains I and VI, however of the 842 codes, each representing a separate domain and
element of the Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model, assigned to the 474
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excerpts from the study’s teacher and principal participant interview responses, fewer
were correlated to Domains I and VI. Most notably, only seven excerpts from all
interview participants responses correlated to Domain 6, Resource Management. This
realization reinforces the aforementioned evolution of the principal from manger to
instructional leader, as the elements of Domain VI pertain more to managerial principal
practices than instructional leadership principal practices such as: ensuring management
of the fiscal, technological, and physical resources of the school; utilizing systematic
processes to engage district and external entities; and ensuring compliance to district,
state, and federal rules and regulations. This realization further suggests that
management related principal leadership tasks are second nature to truly effective
principals, allowing them to focus their time and energy on the most important matters of
teaching and learning. That said, the researcher’s immediate application of the study’s
findings, in the role of principal coach, will be to more narrowly focus the scope of
individual principal growth goals and principal professional development opportunities to
place greater emphasis on the principal leadership practices most closely related the
Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model domains and elements identified by
the study’s six themes.
Recommendations for Future Research
While the researcher still believes that the use of a qualitative interviewing
methodology was most appropriate for this qualitative research study and the best means
by which to obtain teacher and principal perceptions relative to the principal leadership
practices having the strongest relationship to student achievement, more credibility to this
study might be given if combined with quantitative research methodologies. Quantitative
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research methodologies applied to a significantly larger sample size that capture hard
facts through surveys or other means, and subsequent thorough statistical analysis, might
offer more valid or reliable evidence to strengthen the data discovered using a qualitative
interviewing methodology.
More research is needed to better understand the course design of university
principal leadership preparation programs relative to essential principal leadership
practice and their actual application in the field. In addition, more narrowly focused
principal evaluation frameworks and rubrics might result from in depth studies of high
performing principals and their high performing schools as evidenced by high levels of
student achievement to reflect an even further finite set of essential principal leadership
practices most closely related to high student achievement.
Conclusion
As the roles and responsibilities of the principal have evolved overtime, from
manager to instructional leader, so too has the expectation that principals possess myriad
skills, knowledge and capacities in order to demonstrate essential principal leadership
practices as they perform their day-to-day duties as school leader to positively impact
student achievement.
The perceptions of high performing teachers and principals in high performing
schools, as evidenced by already high achieving students, reveal specific principal
leadership practices to account for that high level of achievement, which include:
providing meaningful feedback to teachers regarding predominant instructional practices;
providing teacher support and job-embedded professional development; communicating
clearly and positively with an emphasis on teaching and learning; making student-
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focused decisions; building trust and positive relationships with all school constituent
groups; and promoting a collegial and collaborative environment within which to
collectively solve problems and make decisions.

APPENDIX A
MSTEP AND IAR SCORE RANGES AND PSAT/SAT BENCHMARK VALUES

122

123

APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

124

125
Initial Questions for Interviews
1. You signed your consent indicating your willingness to participate in this study
and have been made aware that this interview will be audio recorded. Can you
please confirm your consent?
2. Without naming specific schools, districts or locations, can you give a summary
of your career roles and responsibilities? Please include position, grade levels,
subject matter, and the number of years in each position.

Study Questions for Interviews
1. What do you perceive to be the most important roles and responsibilities of a
school principal?
2. What would you say are the most important things a school principal should do as
a leader?
3. What role do you believe the school principal plays in improving student
learning?
4. What factors do you think contribute most to teachers’ growth? How or what does
the principal contribute in developing these factors?
5. What are the qualities of an effective teacher? Give an example of how principals
affect growth in any of these qualities.
6. Describe how principal-teacher relationships affect teacher growth?
7. What should/do teachers expect from their principal?
8. What should/do teachers expect after a walkthrough/observation from their
principal?
9. In your own opinion, what helps you grow the most as a teacher/principal?
10. Which principal leadership practices do you believe have the strongest
relationship to student achievement?

APPENDIX C
NON-DISCLOSURE FORM

126

127

APPENDIX D
PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH

128

129

APPENDIX E
LETTER OF COOPERATION

130

131

APPENDIX F
STUDY PARTICIPANT CONSENT TEACHER

132

133

APPENDIX G
STUDY PARTICIPANT CONSENT PRINCIPAL

134

135

APPENDIX H
IRB APPROVAL

136

137

APPENDIX I
IRB AMENDED APPROVAL

138

139

REFERENCE LIST
A Review of the Literature. (n.d.). The policies and practices of principal evaluation.
Andrews, R. L. (1985). University/district collaboration on effective schools. National
Forum on Educational Administration and Supervision Journal, 2, 33-48.
Andrews, R. L. (1987, March 1,). Principal leadership and student achievement.
Educational Leadership, 44, 9. Retrieved from
https://search.proquest.com/docview/1290223665
Arterbury, E., & Hord, S. M. (1991). Site-based decision making: Its potential for
enhancing learner outcomes. Issues ...about Change, 1(4).
Austin, G. R. (1979). Research on exemplary schools. Educational Leadership, 37(1), 1014.
Backor, K. T., & Gordon, S. P. (2015). Preparing principals as instructional leaders:
Perceptions of university faculty, expert principals, and expert teacher leaders.
NASSP Bulletin, 99(2), 105-126.
Bagin, R. (2005). Making parent communication effective and easy (1st ed.). Rockville,
MD: National School Public Relations Association.
Bamburg, J. D., & Andrews, R. L. (1990). Instructional leadership, school goals, and
student achievement: Exploring the relationship between means and ends.
Barnett, B. G., Shoho, A. R., & Cypress, A. T. (2012). The changing nature of
instructional leadership in the 21st century. Charlotte, NC: Information Age
Publishing, Inc.
Barth, R. S. (1986). On sheep and goats and school reform. The Phi Delta Kappan, 68(4),
293-296.
Becker, H. (1970). Sociological work: Method and substance. Chicago, IL: Aldine
Publishing.
Berg, J. H., Connolly, C., Lee, A., & Fairley, E. (2018). A matter of trust. Educational
Leadership, 75(6), 56-61.
140

141
Berkovich, I. (2018). Will it sink or will it float. Educational Management
Administration and Leadership, 46(6), 888-907.
Bongiorno, D. (2011). Student assessment: Using student achievement data to support
instructional decision making. Retrieved
from https://www.naesp.org/sites/default/files/Student%20Achievement_blue.pdf
Bossert, S., Dwyer, D., Rowan, B., & Lee, G. (1982). The instructional management role
of the principal. Educational Administration Quarterly, 18(3), 34-64.
Bottoms, G., & Schmidt-Davis, J. (2010a). The three essentials: Improving schools
requires district vision, district and state support, and principal leadership. New
York, NY: Wallace Foundation.
Bottoms, G., & Schmidt-Davis, J. (2010b). The three essentials: Improving schools
requires district vision, district and state support, and principal leadership. New
York, NY: Wallace Foundation.
Boudett, K. P., City, E. A., & Murnane, R. J. (2013). Data wise: A step-by-step guide to
using assessment results to improve teaching and learning (Revised and
Expanded ed.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.
Brewster, C., & Railsback, J. (2003). Building trusting relationships for school
improvement: Implications for principals and teachers. Portland, OR: Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratory.
Bridges, E. M. (1967). Instructional leadership: A concept re-examined. Journal of
Educational Administration, 5(2), 136-147.
Brinkmann, S. (2013). Qualitative interviewing. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.
Brinkmann, S., & Kvale, S. (2015). Interviews: Learning the craft of qualitative research
interviewing (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Bryant, A., & Charmaz, K. (2010). The SAGE handbook of grounded theory (Paperback
ed.) Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2003). Trust in schools: A core resource for school reform.
Educational Leadership, 60(6), 40-45.
Bush, T. (2015). Understanding instructional leadership. Educational Management
Administration and Leadership, 43(4), 487-489. doi:10.1177/1741143215577035

142
CAL. (2018). Sheltered instruction observation protocol (SIOP). Retrieved
from http://www.cal.org
Campbell, R. F., Corbally, J. E., Jr., & Ramseyer, J. A. (1966). Introduction to
educational administration (3rd ed.). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon Inc.
Carrier, L. L. (2017). Keeping the leadership in instructional leadership. London:
Routledge Ltd. doi:10.4324/9781315661520. Retrieved from
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/9781317340379
CASEL. (2017). Core SEL competencies. Retrieved from https://casel.org/corecompetencies/
CCSS. (2019). Common Core State Standards. Retrieved from
http://www.corestandards.org
Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing grounded theory (2nd ed.). Dorchester, UK: Sage.
Conant, J. B. (1963). The education of American teachers. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill
Book Co.
Copland, M. A. (2002). Building the capacity to lead: Promoting and sustaining change
in an inquiry-based model of school reform. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.
Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2014). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and
procedures for developing grounded theory (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, Inc.
Council of Chief State School Officers. (1996). Interstate school leaders licensure
consortium standards for school leaders. Washington, DC: Council of Chief State
School Officers.
Cuban, L. (1984). Transforming the frog into a prince: Effective schools research, policy,
and practice at the district level. Harvard Educational Review, 54(2), 129-151.
Cuban, L. (1988). The managerial imperative and the practice of leadership in schools.
New York: State University of New York Press.
Danielson, C. (2013). The framework for teaching evaluation instrument. The Danielson
Group.
Dempsey, K. (2017). Does your school have a guaranteed and viable curriculum? how
would you know? Retrieved from https://www.mcrel.org/does-your-school-havea-guaranteed-and-viable-curriculum/

143
Desimone, L. M. (2011). A primer on effective professional development. Phi Delta
Kappan, 68-71.
Diaz-Maggioli, G. (2004). Teacher-centered professional development. Alexandria, VA:
ASCD.
DuFour, R. (2002, May 1). The learning-centered principal. Educational Leadership, 59,
12. Retrieved from https://search.proquest.com/docview/224845773
DuFour, R., DuFour, R., & Eaker, R. (2008). Revisiting professional learning
communities at work. Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree.
DuFour, R., & Eaker, R. (1998). Professional learning communities at work: Best
practices for enhancing student achievement. Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree
Press.
Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective school for the urban poor. Educational Leadership, 6, 1524.
Elias, M. J., Utne O'Brien, M., & Weissberg, R. P. (2006). Transformative leadership
for social-emotional learning. Principal Leadership, 7(4), 10-13.
Erickson, D. A. (1965). Changes in the principalship: Cause for jubilation or despair? The
National Elementary Principal, 64(5), 16-20.
Extraordinary leaders in education understanding transformational leadership.
Final Report of Research Findings. Investigating the links to improved student learning
Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings about case-study research. Qualitative
Inquiry, 12(2), 219-245.
Galdas, P. (2017). Revisiting bias in qualitative research: Reflections on its relationship
with funding and impact. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 16(1-2),
1-2.
Garcia, E., & Weiss, E. (2019). U.S. schools struggle to hire and retain teachers.
Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.
Glaser, B. G. (2001). The grounded theory perspective: Conceptualization contrasted
with description. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press.

144
Goff, P. T., Goldring, E., & Bickman, L. (2014). Predicting the gap: Perceptual
congruence between American principals and their teachers’ ratings
of leadership effectiveness. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and
Accountability, 26(4), 333-359.
Greenfield, W. (1987). Instructional leadership: Concepts, issues and controversies.
Newton, MA: Allyn & Bacon.
Grissom, J. A., & Loeb, S. (2011). Triangulating principal effectiveness: How
perspectives of parents, teachers, and assistant principals identify the central
importance of managerial skills. American Educational Research Journal, 48(5),
1091-1123.
Grissom, J. A., Loeb, S., & Master, B. (2013). Effective instructional time use for school
leaders: Longitudinal evidence from observations of principals. Educational
Researcher, 42(8), 433-444.
Grosche, M., & Volpe, R. J. (2013). Response-to-Intervention (RTI) as a model to
facilitate inclusion for students with learning and behavior problems. European
Journal of Special Needs Education, 254-269.
Gumus, S., Sukru Bellibas, M., Esen, M., & Gumus, E. (2018). A systematic review of
studies on leadership models in educational research from 1980 to 2014.
Educational Management Administration and Leadership, 46(1), 25-48.
Gurley, D. K., Anast-May, L., O’Neal, M., & Dozier, R. (2016). Principal instructional
leadership behaviors: Teacher vs. self-perceptions. NCPEA International Journal
of Educational Leadership Preparation, 11(1).
Gurley, D. K., Anast-May, L., O'Neal, M., Lee, H. T., & Shores, M. (2015). Instructional
leadership behaviors in principals who attended an assistant principals' academy:
Self-reports and teacher perceptions. Planning and Changing, 46(1/2), 127.
Retrieved from https://search.proquest.com/docview/1719448705
Hall, P., Childs-Bowen, D., Cunningham-Morris, A., Pajardo, P., & Simeral, A. (2016).
The principal influence: A framework for developing leadership capacity in
principals. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
Hall, P., Childs-Bowen, D., Pajardo, P., & Cunningham-Morris, A. (2015). Leadership
matters building principals’ capacity with the ASCD principal leadership
development framework. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
Hallinger, P. (1982). Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale.

145
Hallinger, P. J. (1982). Assessing the instructional management behavior of principals.
Hallinger, P. (1992). The evolving role of American principals: From managerial to
instructional to transformational leaders. Journal of Educational
Administration, 30(3), 35-48.
Hallinger, P. (2005). Instructional leadership and the school principal: A passing fancy
that refuses to fade away. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 239.
Hallinger, P. (2008). A review of PIMRS studies of principal instructional leadership:
Assessment of progress over 25 years.
Hallinger, P. (2009). Leadership for 21st century school: From instructional leadership
to leadership for learning. Hong Kong: The Hong Kong Institute of Education.
Hallinger, P. (2011a). Leadership for learning: Lessons from 40 years of empirical
research. Journal of Educational Administration, 49(2), 125-142.
Hallinger, P. (2011b). A review of three decades of doctoral studies using the principal
instructional management rating scale: A lens on methodological progress in
educational leadership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(2), 271-306.
Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (2010). Leadership for learning: Does collaborative
leadership make a difference in school improvement? Educational Management
Administration & Leadership, 38(6), 654-678.
Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J. F. (1987, September 1). Assessing and developing principal
instructional leadership. Educational Leadership, 45, 54. Retrieved from
https://search.proquest.com/docview/1290245153
Hallinger, P., & Wen-Chung Wang. (2015). Assessing instructional leadership with the
principal instructional management rating scale. Switzerland: Springer
International Publishing.
Hamilton, L., Halverson, R., Jackson, S., Mandinach, E., Supovitz, J., & Wayman, J.
(2009). Using student achievement data to support instructional decision making.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional
Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/publications/practiceguides/
Hammersley, M. (1987). Some notes on the terms 'validity' and 'reliability'. British
Educational Research Journal, 13(1), 73-81.

146
Hattie, J. A. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to
achievement. New York, NY: Routledge.
Hauserman, C. P., & Stick, S. L. (2013). The leadership teachers want from principals:
Transformational. Canadian Journal of Education, 36(3), 184-203.
Heck, R. H., & Hallinger, P. (1999). Next generation methods in the study of leadership
and school improvement (2nd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, Inc.
Heck, R. H., & Hallinger, P. (2014). Modeling the longitudinal effects of school
leadership on teaching and learning. Journal of Educational Administration,
52(5), 653-681.
Herrmann, M., & Ross, C. (2016). Measuring principals’ effectiveness: Results from new
jersey’s first year of statewide principal evaluation. Washington, DC: Regional
Educational Laboratory Mid-Atlantic.
Herrmann, Z. (2018). Rethinking teacher recruitment. Educational Leadership, 75(8), 1923.
Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. H. (1982). Management of organizational behavior (4th ed.).
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Hess, R. T., & Robbins, P. (2012). The data toolkit: Ten tools for supporting school
improvement. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.
Hirsh, S., & Brown, F. (2018). Equity drives learning forward’s vision. The Learning
Professional, 8-10.
Hoerr, T. R. (2018). Principal connection / building empathy in schools. Educational
Leadership, 75(7), 86-87.
Hunt, J. G. (1991). Leadership: A new synthesis. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. (2004). Washington, DC: U.S. Department
of Education.
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1400 (2004).
Jimerson, J. B., & Fuentes, S. Q. (2019). Instructional leadership in the content areas (1st
ed.). New York, NY: Routledge.
Kachur, D. S., Stout, J. A., & Edwards, C. L. (2013). Engaging teachers in classroom
walkthroughs. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

147
Kafka, J. (2009). The principalship in historical perspective. The Peabody Journal of
Education, 84(3), 318-330.
Knapp, M. S., Copland, M. A., & Talbert, J. E. (2003). Leading for learning: Reflective
tools for school and district leaders<br>. Seattle, WA: University of
Washington, Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.
LaGuardia, C. (2012). Jstor. Library Journal, 137(18), 92.
Lavigne, H. J., Shakman, K., Zweig, J., & Greller, S. L. (2016). Principals’ time, tasks,
and professional development: An analysis of schools and staffing survey data.
Waltham, MA: Education Development Center, Inc.
Lavrakas, P. J. (2008). Encyclopedia of survey research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications Inc.
Leadership for 21st century schools from instructional leadership to leadership for
learning.
Leithwood, K. (1994). Leadership for school restructuring. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 30(4), 498-518.
Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven strong claims about successful
school leadership. School Leadership and Management, 28(1), 27-42.
doi:10.1080/13632430701800060
Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2006). Transformational school leadership for large-scale
reform: Effects on students, teachers, and their classroom practices. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 17(2), 201-227.
Leithwood, K. A., & Montgomery, D. (1982). The role of the elementary school principal
in program improvement. Review of Educational Research, 52(3), 309-339.
Leithwood, K., Patten, S., & Jantzi, D. (2010). Testing a conception of how school
leadership influences student learning. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 46(5), 671-706.
Leithwood, K., Riedlinger, B., Bauer, S., & Jantzi, D. (2003). Leadership program effects
on student learning: The case of the greater New Orleans school leadership
center. Journal of School Leadership, 13(6), 707-738.
Leithwood, K. A., Seashore Louis, K., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). How
leadership influences student learning. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation.

148
Lynham, S. A. (2002). The general method of theory-building research in applied
disciplines. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 4(3), 221-241.
Maccoby, E. E., & Maccoby, N. (Eds.). (1954). The interview: A tool of social science.
Cambridge, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Mahfouz, J., Greenberg, M. T., & Rodriguez, A. (2019). Principals’ social and emotional
competence: A key factor for creating caring schools. State College, PA: The
Pennsylvania State University.
Malinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (1996). Reassessing the principal's role in school
effectiveness: A review of empirical research, 1980-1995. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 32(1), 5-44.
March, J. G. (1978). American public school administration: A short analysis. The School
Review, 86(2), 217-250. doi: 10.1086/443406
Marks, H. M., & Printy, S. M. (2003). Principal leadership and school performance:
An integration of transformational and instructional leadership. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 39(3), 370-397.
Marshall, K. (2017). Principal evaluation rubrics. Kim Marshall.
Marzano, R. (2013). Marzano School Leader Evaluation System. Palm Beach Gardens,
FL: Learning Sciences Marzano Center.
Marzano, R. J. (2018). The Marzano Focused School Leader Evaluation Model. West
Palm Beach, FL: Learning Science International: Marzano Center.
Marzano, R. J., & Dujon, A. M. (2018). Creating conditions for SEL and rigor: Activities
to address your students’ needs and goals. Retrieved from
https://www.marzanocenter.com/creating-conditions-for-sel-and-rigor-activitiesto-address-your-students-needs-and-goals/
Marzano, R. J., Waters, T., & McNulty, B. A. (2005). School leadership that works.
Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
Maxwell, J. (2013). Qualitative research design: An interactive approach (3rd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Micheaux, D. J., & Parvin, J. L. (2018). Principal evaluation as a tool for growth: How to
help principals lead and learn. The Learning Professional, 39(2), 52-55.

149
Mizell, H. (2010). Why professional development matters. Oxford, OH: Learning
Forward.
Modoono, J. (2017). The trust factor. Educational Leadership, 74(8).
Murphy, J., Elliott, S. N., Goldring, E., & Porter, A. C. (2006). Learning-centered
leadership: A conceptual foundation. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation.
Murphy, J., Hallinger, P., Weil, M., & Mitman, A. (1983). Instructional leadership: A
conceptual framework. Planning and Changing, 14, 137-149.
Murphy, J., Neumerski, C. M., Goldring, E., Grisson, J., & Porter, A. (2016). Bottling
fog? the quest for instructional management. Cambridge Journal of Education,
46(4), 455-471.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2012). Schools and staffing survey (SASS).
National Center for Education Statistics.
National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A Nation at Risk: The
imperative for educational reform: A report to the nation and the Secretary of
Education. Washington, DC: United States Department of Education.
Natsiopoulou, E., & Giouroukakis, V. (2010). When teachers run the school. Educational
Leadership, 67(7).
NCES. (2017). Digest of Educational Statistics. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education.
NCSS. (2013). The College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework for Social Studies
State Standards: Guidance for enhancing the rigor of K-12 civics, economics,
geography, and history. Silver Spring, MD: National Council for the Social
Studies.
Neumerski, C. M., Grissom, J. A., Goldring, E., Drake, T. A., Rubin, M., & Cannata, M.
(2018). Restructuring instructional leadership how multiple-measure teacher
evaluation systems are redefining the role of the school principal. The Elementary
School Journal, 119(2), 270-297.
NGSS. (2017). Next generation science standards. Retrieved from
https://www.nextgenscience.org
Nolting, R. (2017). Leverage the three Ts: Talent, transparency, and timeline. Retrieved
from http://blog.nassp.org/2017/06/22/leverage-the-three-ts-talent-transparencyand-timeline/

150
Northouse, P. G. (2001). Leadership theory and practice (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.
NPBEA. (2015). Professional standards for educational leaders 2015. Reston, VA:
National Policy Board for Educational Administration.
NSTA. (2019). K-12 science standards adoption. Retrieved from
https://ngss.nsta.org/About.aspx
Oberman, M. E., & Boudet, K. P. (2015). Eight steps to becoming data wise. Educational
Leadership, 73(3).
Peterson, K. D., & Deal, T. E. (1998). How leaders influence the culture of
schools. Educational Leadership, 56(1), 28-30.
Portin, B. S., Knapp, M. S., Dareff, S., Feldman, S., Russell, F. A., Samuelson, C., &
Yeh, T. L. (2009). Leadership for learning improvement in urban schools. ().
Seattle: University of Washington, Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.
Retrieved from http://depts.washington.edu/ctpmail/
Price, H. E. (2012). Principal-teacher interactions: How affective relationships shape
principal and teacher attitudes. Educational Administration Quarterly, 48(1), 3985.
Raelin, J. A. (2015). Rethinking leadership. MIT Sloan Management Review, 56(4), 9596. Retrieved from http://www.econis.eu/PPNSET?PPN=835714934
Richards, J. (2007, January/February). How effective principals encourage their teachers.
Principal, 48-50.
Rigby, J. G. (2014). Three logics of instructional leadership. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 50(4), 610-644.
Ronfeldt, M., Owens Farmer, S., & Grissom, Jason, A. (2015). Teacher collaboration in
instructional teams and student achievement. American Educational Research
Journal, 52(3), 475-514.
Saldana, J., Leavy, P., & Beretvas, N. (2011). Fundamentals of qualitative research.
Oxford University Press.
Salo, P., Nylund, J., & Stjernstrøm, E. (2015). On the practice architectures of
instructional leadership. Educational Management Administration and
Leadership, 43(4), 490-506.

151
Samuels, C. A. (2016). What are multitiered systems of supports? Education Week,
36(15), 8-9.
Saphier, J. (2018). Let's get specific about how leaders can build trust. The Learning
Professional, 39(6).
Saunders, M. O. (1925). What the teachers want from the principal in his capacity as a
supervisor. The School Review, 33(8), 610-615.
Schmoker, M. (2006). Results now: How we can achieve unprecedented improvements in
teaching and learning. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision &
Curriculum Development.
Schnitzspahn, D. (2017). The three essentials. Outdoor Retailer, 4, 62-63. Retrieved
from https://search.proquest.com/docview/2039872313
Sebastian, J., Allensworth, E., Wiedermann, W., Hochbein, C., & Cummingham, M.
(2018). Principal leadership and school performance: An examination of
instructional leadership and organizational management. Leadership and Policy in
Schools, 1-23.
Seidman, I. (2019). Interviewing as qualitative research: A guide for researchers in
education and the social sciences (5th ed.). New York, NY: Teachers College
Press.
Shaked, H. (2018). Why principals sidestep instructional leadership: The disregarded
question of schools’ primary objective. Journal of School Leadership, 28, 517538.
Silverman, D. (2005). Doing qualitative research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications, Inc.
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2001). Investigating school leadership
practice: A distributed perspective. American Educational Research
Association, 30(3), 23-28.
Starr, J. P. (2016). Lead with transparency and integrity. Phi Delta Kappan, 98(2), 72-73.
Steele, D., & Whitaker, T. (2019). Essential truths for principals. New York, NY:
Routledge: Taylor & Francis Group.
Stronge, J. H., Richard, H. B., & Catano, N. (2008). Qualities of effective principals.
Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

152
Superville, D. R. (2019). What knowledge do principals need? Education Week, 39(9),
14-16.
Sutcher, L., Podolsky, A., & Espinoza, D. (2017). Supporting principals’ learning
key features of effective programs. Washington, DC: Learning Policy Institute.
Swanson, R. A., & Chermack, T. J. (2013). Theory building in applied disciplines (1st
ed.). San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc.
TeachingWorks. (2019). High-leverage practices. Retrieved from
http://www.teachingworks.org
TEDD. (2014). Practices of ambitious teaching. Retrieved from https://tedd.org
The Wallace Foundation. (2013). The school principal as leader: Guiding schools to
better teaching and learning. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation.
Tomlinson, C. A., & Murphy, M. (2018). The empathetic school. Educational
Leadership, 75(6), 20-27.
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Trust in schools: A conceptual and
empirical analysis. Journal of Educational Administration, 36(3/4), 334-352.
Tyler, D. E. (2016). Communication behaviors of principals at high performing Title I
elementary schools in Virginia: School leaders, communication, and
transformative efforts. Creighton Journal of Interdisciplinary Leadership, 2(2), 216.
U.S. Department of Education. (2011). Better use of community resources. Retrieved
from https://www.ed.gov/oii-news/better-use-community-resources
Urick, A. (2016). Examining US principal perception of multiple leadership styles used
to practice shared instructional leadership. Journal of Educational Administration,
54(2), 152-172.
Urick, A., & Bowers, A. J. (2017). Assessing international teacher and principal
perceptions of instructional leadership: A multilevel factor analysis of TALIS
2008. Leadership and Policy in School, 18(3), 249-269. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2017.1384499
Vogel, L. R. (2018). Learning outside the classroom: How principals define and prepare
to be instructional leaders. Hindawi Education Research International, 1-14.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/8034270

153
Wahlstrom, K. L., & Seashore Louis, K. (2008). How teachers experience principal
leadership: The roles of professional community, trust, efficacy, and shared
responsibility. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 458-495.
Wahlstrom, K. L., Seashore Louis, K., Leithwood, K., & Anderson, S. E.
(2010). Investigating the links to improved student learning. New York, NY: The
Wallace Foundation.
Will, M. (2018). What principals can do to keep good teachers in their schools. Education
Week, 38(9), 22-25.
Will, M. (2019). 4 things principals can do (and 4 things they shouldn't) to build
relationships with teachers. Education Week , 39(9), 6-8.
Williams, J., Cameron, G., & Davis, T. (2009). McREL's principal evaluation system.
Denver, CO: McREL.
Wimpelberg, R. K. (1990). The inservice development of principals: A new movement,
its characteristics, and future. Advances in Educational Administration, 1 (Part B:
Changing Perspectives on the School), 73-119.
Yazan, B. (2015). Three approaches to case study methods in education: Yin, Merriam,
and Stake. The Qualitative Report, 20(2), 134-152.
Yin, R. K. (2016). Qualitative research from start to finish (2nd ed.). New York, NY: The
Guilford Press.
Yousef Ogla Almarshad, 1C E, J U, S A Correspondence: College of Education, Jouf
University, & Saudi Arabia. E-mail: dralmarshad@gmail.com.The effects of
instructional, transformation and distributed leadership on students' academic
outcomes: A meta -analysis. doi: 10.5296/ije.v9i2.10263
Zhang, Y., & Foo, S. F. (2012). Balanced leadership. Chinese Management Studies, 6(2),
246-257. Retrieved from http://www.econis.eu/PPNSET?PPN=721130976
Zimmerman, S., & Deckert-Pelton, M. (2003). Evaluating the evaluators: Teachers'
perceptions of the principal's role in professional evaluation. NASSP Bulletin,
87(636), 28-37.

VITA
Michael Conran was born in Chicago and was raised in Winnetka, Illinois.
Before attending Loyola University Chicago, he attended National Louis University,
Evanston, where he earned a Masters of Education in Administration and Supervision.
Michael also attended National College of Education, Evanston, where he received a
Bachelor of Arts in Education.
Over the course of his 32 year career in education, Michael has been a teacher,
principal, Central Office Director and Superintendent. As a teacher, principal and
Superintendent, Michael, and his schools, have received numerous recognitions, honors
and awards. Michael was principal of the number one ranked high school in the state of
Colorado, where he also received the Governor’s award with distinction and was listed on
the AP honor roll. In addition, Michael’s schools in Illinois all ranked in the top 1% of
the state and his three high schools in Michigan were ranked among the top 10 in the
state by the Mackinac Center for Public Policy.
Michael is an active and participating member of numerous state and national
education associations and has presented at numerous national education conferences on
the topic of educational leadership. Currently, Michael is Superintendent of Schools with
Global Educational Excellence in Ann Arbor, Michigan. He lives in Ann Arbor,
Michigan.

154

DISSERTATION COMMITTEE
The Dissertation submitted by Michael C. Conran has been read and approved by the
following committee:

Eilene Edejer, Ph.D., Director
Clinical Assistant Professor, School of Education
Loyola University Chicago
Siobhan Cafferty, Ed.D.
Associate Dean, School of Education
Loyola University Chicago
Leanne Kallemeyn, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, School of Education
Loyola University Chicago

